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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Background 
The history of American higher education has been one of avoiding, 
whenever possible, dangerous concentrations of power and one of foster-
ing equality of educational opportunity and academic freedom. Higher 
education has been successful, to a large extent, due to the multiplicity 
of institutional types and academic programs available in higher educa-
tion today. 
When this chapter was written (1978), there were approximately 
691 independent liberal arts colleges in the United States enrolling 
between 400 and 2,000 students. The literature in higher education 
clearly suggests that the small private liberal arts colleges are worth 
preserving. They ensure a critical balance to public institutions, pre-
serve church-related and liberal arts traditions, give stude.nts more 
choices, and preserve the small collegial institution concept. 
A study sponsored by the American Association of Colleges and con-
ducted by Howard R. Bowen and John Minter provided the most recent data 
relative to the financial and educational trends in private higher educa-
tion. In general, their findings revealed that private institutions "are 
not slipping badly, either financially or academically, and are planning 
for the future with determination and cautious confidence."1 
1 
2 
However, the study pointed out that even though the often predicted 
disaster for the private colleges had not occurred, the future is far 
from secure. Most of the pessimism in this study focused among the 
Liberal Arts Type II Colleges as defined in the Carnegie Commission 
Report, A Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. 2 
Burton Clark, in his study on higher education, indicated that pri-
vate institutions to survive and succeed must seek a distinctive charac-
3 ter. One major factor important to distinctiveness appeared to be 
leadership and management. One criterion for evaluation of developing 
institutions as defined in Title III of the 1965 Higher Education Act 
was the area of leadership dynamism and efficiency. The rating system 
employed for this program seemed to suggest that institutions with 
dynamic, forceful, and efficient leadership were far more likely to move 
toward development than those with weaker leadership. 
There is a considerable and expanding body of literature relative 
to leadership and management systems and styles for organizations, 
including institutions of higher_ education. This apparent demand for 
new and improved concepts of leadership and management appears to be a 
major national concern not limited to one particular social or economic 
institution. Pattillo and MacKensie, in a Danforth Commission sponsored 
report, Eight Hundred Colleges Face the Future, made the following com-
ment: 
The role of the president of a private college is, of course, 
crucial. Without an able educator as its chief executive 
officer, an institution is seriously handicapped in creating 
or maintaining a quality program. It is normally the pres-
ident who must provide vision and perspective.4 
The Carnegie Commission Report, Governance of Highe~ Education: Six 
Priority Problems, reaffirmed that the Board of Trustees is the legal 
entity responsible for the overall mission and governnance of the 
. . . 5 ~nst~tut~on. 
Cohen and March point out, in the Carnegie sponsored research, 
Leadership and Ambiguity: The American College President, that the 
mission, demographic, and organizational patterns of marginally surviv-
ing private liberal arts colleges are different from other institutions 
of higher education. 6 It seems to follow, then, that with increased 
demand for accountability and efficiency--educational, financial, and 
social--more sophisticated, responsive, and appropriate management 
3 
systems and styles are necessary, especially in the private liberal arts 
college sector of higher education. 
Statement of the Problem 
Most of the literature relative to leadership and management in 
higher education focused on the style or system considered most effective 
in accomplishing organizational goals and objectives. Most definitions 
of management have as a common thread "the working with and through indi-
viduals and groups to accomplish organizational goals." 7 
This investigator served as a senior administrator in a small pri-
vate liberal arts college and, through considerable observation and 
personal participation, observed that effectiveness, efficiency, and 
morale seemed to diminish when the management styles of the major admin-
istrators were not compatible. In one particular situation, the senior 
administrative officer was following -an autocratic, highly bureaucratized 
model of management and the next senior administrative officer was 
following a highly participatory, collegial model of management. The 
investigator's observations suggested that the problem was not one of 
4 
which style was most effective, but rather largely a matter of a lack of 
congruence or consistency in management styles at the key levels. Hence, 
the needed decisions were not being made. Rensis Likert observed that 
"all component parts of any system of management must be consistent with 
each of the key parts and reflect the system's basic philosophy."8 There 
is little research in the literature which susggests that the effective-
ness of the management style or system used within an organization is 
related to the extent that it is consistently and uniformly adapted and 
implemented within the organization. 
Assumptions and Need for the Study 
This researcher agrees that private liberal arts colleges are 
important and serve a worthwhile purpose in the schemata of higher educa-
tion in the United States. It appears that the survival of private 
liberal arts colleges is, to a large extent, related to their being dis-
tinctive and that management and leadership are essential to distinctive-
ness. Private liberal arts colleges have an organizational typology 
somewhat different from other major types of institutions in American 
higher education and, therefore, need leadership and management styles 
and systems specifically oriented to their goals and de~ographics. 
Most data cited in the literature relative to leadership and manage-
ment are either broadly applicable to higher education or much more 
oriented to the major private universities and public state universities. 
It is now timely to begin to analyze, test, and expand existing knowledge 
in the area of management in relation to the small liberal arts colleges 
in order to help ensure their well-being and survival. 
5 
Purpose of the Study 
The general purpose of this study was to select one limited area 
relating to management and examine this within the specific context of 
the small liberal arts colleges in an attempt to extend the body of 
knowledge available. 
The specific purpose of this study was to determine to what extent 
the congruence or internal consistency of the college management system, 
as perceived by the presidents and board chairpersons of select private 
liberal arts colleges, was related to distinctiveness. 
Two populations were used, namely the Carnegie Commission separa-
tions f~r distinctiveness categorized as Liberal Arts Colleges Type I 
9 
and Type II. Further comparisons were made to determine other areas of 
difference between the management styles and systems of these' two 
classifications of liberal arts colleges. 
Research Questions 
This investigation sought to test the following null hypotheses in 
an attempt to answer the research purpose of this study: 
1. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 
the presidents and board chairpersons relative to the manage-
ment systems used in Liberal Arts Type I Colleges, e.g., there 
is significant internal congruence in the management system 
used. 
2. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 
the presidents and board chairpersons relative to the manage-
ment systems used in Liberal Arts Type II Colleges, e.g., there 
is significant internal congruence in the management system 
used. 
3. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 
all responding presidents of Liberal Arts Type I and Type II 
Colleges relative to the management systems used in their 
institutions. 
4. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 
all responding board chairpersons of Liberal Arts Type I and 
Type II Colleges relative to the management systems used in 
their institutions. 
Definition of Terms 
Private Liberal Arts College--An institution of higher education 
principally committed to liberal learning which is privately or inde-
pendently sponsored and receiving the majority of its financial support 
from non-governmental sources and, generally, with enrollments of less 
than 2,000. 
6 
Liberal Arts College Type I--Liberal arts colleges which are selec-
tive in admissions or among leading colleges in number of graduates 
receiving Ph.D.'s, as reported in the Carnegie Commission Report, A 
Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. 10 
Liberal Arts College TyEe II--All other liberal arts colleges not 
within the above definition and not meeting the criteria of Type I 
institutions. 
President--The principal adrninistrative official who is responsible 
for the direction of all facets of the college consistent with the stated 
goals and who reports directly to the governing board. 
7 
Board Chairperson--The senior elected member of the governing board 
of a college. This board is the legally constituted body responsible 
for the establishment of goals, board policy~ and the fiscal well-being 
of the college. 
Management-:-The planning, organizing, motivating, and controlling 
of personnel and resources in the most effective way to accomplish 
organizational goals. 
Leadership--The broader aspect of management, i.e., the reconcilia-
tion or interaction of organizational goals and the need dispositions 
of the people within the organization. 
Congruence--The quality or state of coinciding or a point of agree-
ment. 
Distinctiveness--Attribute of differentiating educational meaning 
or worthiness. 
Perception--The awareness of the elements of the environment through 
physical sensation interpreted in the light of experience. 
Limitations of the Study 
There were certain specific lL~itations of this study. First, the 
time demands on the presidents and board chairpersons and the fact that 
matched pairs of respondents were sought reduced the size of the sample 
available for certain data analysis. Second, the study was limited to 
perceptions of management style, it was not a validation of the effec-
tiveness of style. Third, the study was limited to liberal arts colleges 
within a size range of 400 to 2,000 students. Fourth, the rank order 
Likert research instrument used in this study, if known to the respond-
ents, could influence the choice selection. 
Organization of the Study 
This study was organized in five chapters. 
Chapter I provided a general background for the study, stated the 
problem involved, outlined the need and signifiance for the study, 
8 
stated the purposes and specific research questions for the study, listed 
the appropriate definition of terms used, and outlined the limitations 
encountered in the study. 
Chapter II reviewed the literature and research related to the 
study. A summary of the literature which seemed generally pertinent is 
followed by a selected summary of the specific literature and research 
related to the study. 
Chapter III outlined the method of investigation for this descrip-
tive study. It included a description of the development and administra-
tion of the research instrument, a description and method of selection 
of the populations used and, finally, a summary of the collection proce-
dures used and the treatment of the response data. 
Chapter IV included a detailed description of the research questions 
and a presentation and analysis of the data collected. 
Chapter V contained a suwmary of the findings, appropriate conclu-
sions, and recommendations for further study. 
FOOTNOTES 
1Howard R. Bowen and W. John Minter, Private Higher Education: 
First Annual Report on Financial and Educational Trends in the Private 
Sector.£!.. American .Higher Education (\.Jashington, D. C., 1975), p. 77. 
2carnegie Commission on Higher Education, A Classification of 
Institutions of Higher Education (New York, 1973). 
3Burton R. Clark, The Distinctive College: Antioch, Reed and 
Swathmore (Chicago, 1970), pp. 3-9. 
4Manning H. Pattillo, Jr. and Donald M. MacKenzie, Eight Hundred 
Colleges Face the Future (St. Louis, 1965), p. 15. 
5carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Governance ~ Higher 
Education: Six Priority Problems (New York, 1973). 
6Michael D. Cohen and James G. March, Leadership and Ambiguity: 
The American Colle8e President (New York, 1974). 
7Paul Hershey and Kenneth H. Blanchard, Management of Organiza-
tional Behavior: Utilizing Human Resources (2nd ed., New Jersey, 
1972)' p. 3. 
8Rensis Likert, Ne'v Patterns ~Management (New York, 1961), p. 
222. 
9carnegie Commission on Higher Education, A Classification of 
Institutions of Higher Education. 
10Ibid. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This investigator conducted an extensive search of the literature 
and research in the areas of leadership and management, n1eticulously 
narrowing the search to the four general areas which are briefly devel-
oped and outlined in Chapter I: 
1. The importance, present state, and predicted future of small, 
independent liberal arts colleges; 
2. The distinctive character necessary for liberal arts colleges; 
3. The importance and relationship of leadership and management 
to the quality and survival of liberal arts colleges; 
4. The thesis rationale. 
The literature relative to leadership and management is abundant; 
the literature oriented to the demographics and needs of small liberal 
arts colleges is less abundant. However, the literature relative to the 
purpose of this study--management congruence as related to distinctive-
ness--is almost non-existent. 
Liberal Arts Colleges Today 
One does not have to review the literature long to realize that most 
educators would agree that private higher education is worth preserving. 
Steven Muller, in an article entitled "The Purposes of the Independent 
10 
Institution," summed up this attitude and stated that independent 
colleges provided a crucial counterweight to public institutions of 
higher education. 1 He further suggested that they were important in 
the protection of the freedom of religion· for so many private colleges 
are church related. He also pointed out that independent colleges can 
control their size and programs, hence make a significant contribution 
to greater freedom of student choice and institutional diversity. 
11 
James Madison, in 1825, made the point that, "A diffusion of knowl-
edge is the only guardian of true liberty."2 Edward Fiske, Education 
Editor of the New York Times, in an article entitled "Are Private 
Colleges an Endangered Species?", picked up the implied message in Mr. 
Madison's quote and suggested four reasons why independent colleges 
shouldbe saved: 
1. Independent Colleges are a major national resource. 
2. Independent Colleges promote diversity. 
3. Independent Colleges promote human values. 3 
4. Independent Colleges are free of political pressure. 
In this same article, Fiske related a comment that the president of 
Johns Hopkins University made: "Our whole society would be poorer with-
out flourishing private colleges proudly committed to the faiths of dif-
Lf ferent religious recomn1endations." Throughout the literature, as 
suggested in the Muller and Fiske articles, the preservation of freedom 
of religion stood out as one of the most important purposes of the pri-
vate liberal arts college. 
In Private Colleges: Present Conditions and Future Prospects, Carol 
Shulman articulated the importance of the small private liberal arts 
college by stating that: 
Private colleges have contributed to make higher education in 
the United States what it represents today: the transmittal 
of learning and culture; the support of student personal 
development; and the free inquiry into all areas of intellec-
tual endeavor. 5 
She further stated that the private colleges have embodied the above 
ideals very well under restricted financial circumstances and changing 
social conditions. 
12 
In Private Higher Education: Second Annual Report ~ Financial and 
Educational Trends in the Private Sector of American Higher ~ducation, 
sponsored by the Association of American Colleges, Howard Bowen and 
John Minter summarized the importance of small private liberal arts 
colleges. They suggested that the private sector is an indispensable 
part of the American higher education system which 
••• adds diversity, offers competition to an otherwise all-
embracing public system, provides a center of academic free-
dom removed from political influence, is deeply committed to 
liberal learning, is concerned for human values and individual 
personality, sets standards, provides educational leadership, 
and saves money for taxpayers. 6 
In a national Presbyterian journal, A.D., Florence Davis published 
an article entitled "Are Small Independent Colleges Obsolete?" In her 
article, she concluded: "They are vital and those institutions which 
remain flexible and forward-looking deserve all the help they can get--
not only to survive, but to prosper."7 
With the importance of liberal arts colleges so well documented in 
the literature, as evidenced by the aforementioned summaries, one must 
now examine the present _state and the future of these same colleges. 
There was one overriding concern expressed in the literature and that was 
financial stability in light of many external and internal pressures. 
Authorities, to date, have found it very difficult to offer or find one 
conclusion that was adequate to describe the present condition and future 
of the liberal arts colleges in the United States. 
13 
The following summaries from current literature represented the 
most widely held perspectives. From the general and less empirical view, 
the follow~ng discussions were noted. In the spring of 1976, the New 
York Times declared that private colleges and universities of the United 
8 Stat,es were, individually and collectively, in extreme danger. 
In the January, 1979, issue of Time, an article in the "Education" 
section entitled "Private Colleges Cry Help!" the future was described 
as bleak. The article quoted Dartmouth president, John G. Kemeny, as 
saying "that one way or another, if present trends continue, about half 
the private colleges are going to go out of business."9 This article 
also paraphrased numerous educators such as Peter Armacost, President of 
Florida's Eckerd College, who indicated "it is difficult to sell at a 
fair price education which is being sold down the street for 25 per cent 
of cost. " 10 
Stanford's president, Richard Lyman, is quoted in this article as 
saying "that at some point, financially, and I don't know where that 
point is, it will no longer be a rational decision to attend a private 
11 dl f h 1 . f . d . . .,11 co ege, regar ess o t e va ue o 1ts e ucat1on. 
The Time article concluded with numerous illustrations of the 
extreme financial pressures on the private colleges. The final summa-
tion alluded to the importance of the private colleges by suggesting 
that the public system was designed to supplement the private colleges, 
12 
not supplant them. 
In Change, March, 1977, Finn and Hartle maintained that the govern-
ment was aware of the crises in private higher education but "lacked a 
clear diagnosis of the private sector's health and how to improve it."13 
14 
From a more considered view or empirical perspective, the present 
state of private liberal arts colleges was summarized best by the recent 
findings of Bowen and Minter in the American Association of Colleges' 
sponsored reports on private higher education. They indicat'ed that 16 
accredited and 12 unaccredited four-year private ins.titutions closed 
. 1970 d f h 11 . b . . . 14 s1nce an most o t ese were sma pr1vate o scure 1nst1tut1ons. 
In their final summary in 1976, they interpreted their findings 
to suggest that the private sector was "steady without stagnancy." This 
steadiness, according to Bowen and Minter, was due to enrollment stabil-
ity, student-faculty ratio stability, an approximate two percent decline 
in current revenues per student, collective balanced budgets, a good 
capital ratio of assets to liabilities, steady residence halls occupancy, 
and cautious leader optimism. The worrisome trends, as seen by Bowen and 
Minter, included increasing competitiveness for students, lowering 
national academic scores of entering students, revenues not keeping pace 
with inflation, the sharp decline in capital expenditures, the precarious 
sources of current income~-particularly the Liberal Arts Colleges Type 
II, the growing trend to attract out-of-state students, the slippage in 
faculty salaries related to inflation, and the tuition gap between the 
private and public sectors. They found that distress or success was not 
1 . . d f . h' h d . 15 1m1te to·one category o pr1vate 1g er e ucat1on. 
In an article in the January 18, 1979, issue of The Chronicle of 
Higher Education entitled "Federal Guidelines Worry 'Developing' Institu-
tions," the author, Lorenzo Middleton, indicated that new federal pro-
posed guidelines for federal aid to developing institutions may preclude 
some institutions previously receiving aid from continuing aid under 
Title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965. Specifically, the new 
15 
guideline suggested aid be granted to colleges with "the desire and 
potential to make a substantial contribution to higher education but 
struggling for survival and isolated from the main currents of academic 
l .f .. 16 l e. 
In an article by Morton Baratz, General Secretary of the American 
Association of University Professors, in Academe_, he warns that the well 
advertised decline in enrollment should not be used as the single set of 
data to make major changes in higher institutions of learning that took 
decades to develop. Though focused on higher education in general, his 
statement appeared to be particularly relevant to the private sector. 17 
Authorities do not predict the future with certainty. Most will 
agree, however, that the future is financially precarious for the small 
liberal arts colleges and that the preservation of the private liberal 
arts college is central to the United States' system of higher education. 
Distinctiveness 
One of the variables in the survival of the liberal arts college 
will be its continuing ability to attract sufficient numbers of students. 
This demands that the institution offer distinctive alternatives to 
public higher education. Hence, in this section, a few of the more 
pertinent articles and studies related to distincitveness will. be sum-
marized. 
On a general level, William Bowen, in an article in the Educational 
Record on "The Effects of Inflation on Higher Education, 11 suggested, in 
sununary, that "the strength of American higher education depends now, 
as it has for many years, on a distinctive pluralism."18 
16 
Carol Shulman, in Private Colleges: Present Conditions and Future 
Prospects, indicated that private colleges must place great emphasis on 
d 1 . d. . d . 1 . . 19 eve op~ng ~st~nct e ucat~ona m~ss~ons. 
Shulman quoted from Burton Clark's work, The Distinctive College: 
Antioch, Reed and Swarthmore, one of the most noteworthy studies on 
distinctiveness in this decade. Clark indicated the elements present in 
the distinctive private liberal arts college were: 
1. Faculty dedication and involvement in the college's con-
ception of its institutional mission; 
2. A curriculum that carries out the college's philosophy; 
3. A social base, committed to the institutional mission that 
provides financial and moral support, personnel and stu-
dents; 
4. A student subculture \vhich defines what the enterprise is 
·all about; and 
5. An ideology that unifies the college community. 20 
Robert C. Pace, in a Carnegie Comn1ission technical report, The 
Demise ~ Div~rsity? A Comparative Profile of Eight Types of Institu-
tions, found that diversity and distinctiveness still exist in the 
private sector and have not declined. He defined three clusters of 
distinctiveness around science, religion, and intellectuality with the 
latter two more clearly exemplified by strongly denominational and 
highly selective liberal arts colleges, respectively. He pointed out, 
The most distinctive institutions, which means to some extent 
the institutions that are most effective in achieving their 
purposes, are also the ones that enroll the fewest students 
and are in the most serious financial condition today, and 
whose long range future is least assured.21 
Balderston, in Managing Toda~'s University, stated that "the global 
image of a campus signals its quality and distinctiveness. 1122 The open-
ing address of a new president of a small liberal arts college stated, 
"My first commitment is to quality and distinctiveness, not only in the 
23 
academic program, but throughout the entire life of the college." 
17 
Leadership and Management 
There is an exhaustive amount of literature pertinent to leadership 
and management. In the next few paragraphs, a summary of trends found 
in this literature and research relative to the importance and nature of 
presidential and board leadership in achieving the quality and distinc-
tiveness will be presented. 
Joseph Kauffman, in an Association of American Colleges sponsored 
report, Tht:_ Selection of College and University Presidents, stated: 
"The college president should provide the knowledge and leadership to 
guide the institution in its responses to the challenges and opportun-
. . . f 1124 J.tles J.t aces. 
Peter Drucker, in his The Practice of Management, pointed out that 
the successful organization has one major attribute that sets it apart 
from unsuccessful organizations--dynamic and effective leadership. 25 
Levine and Weingart pointed out, in Reform of Undergraduate Educa-
tio~, that the chief administrators of today's colleges were the only 
source that could provide the needed academic leadership for they had 
26 the tools--money and power. 
This investigator found The Leaning Ivory Tower, by Warren Bennis, 
a delightful and refreshing treatise, especially his comments on 
presidential leadership in a setting he described as increasingly 
litigious, less autonomous, without clear purpose, with extreme external 
pressures and internal fragmentation, topped by a post-Watergate moral-
ity. He summarized by suggesting we have not yet learned to orchestrate 
our diverse strengths.and discordant voices. He went on to suggest there 
is no simple solution for the leadership of our colleges but strongly 
urged "academic leadership must develop the vision and strength to call 
27 
the shots." It appeared that Bennis recognized the need for strong 
leadership in higher education as important to effectiveness which 
related to distinctiveness. 
Pattillo and McKensie, in a Danforth Commission sponsored report 
on liberal arts colleges, Eight Hundred Colleges Face the Future, made 
the following statement: 
The role of the president of a college is, of course, crucial. 
Without an able educator as its chief executive officer, an 
institution is seriously handicapped in creating or maintain-
ing a quality program. It is normally the president who must 
provide vision an~ perspective.28 
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There was much literature relative to the relationship of the chief 
executive officer and the board of trustees of the liberal arts college. 
Clifton Wharton, Jr. best described this relationship in an Association 
of Governing Boards report. He indicated 
. the president and trustees can truly address and meld 
the broad range of issues. These shared perspectives lie at 
the heart of the joint leadership. We can no longer rely 
upon a dominant board of trustees or a dominant president. 
We must forge a partnership wherein the president and board 
lead together.29 
The body of literature found relative to the relationship between the 
board and the president of a college and as summarized by Wharton above 
formed the basis for the selection of the participants in this study. 
Butler, in an article on higher education leadership in a 1976 
issue of Educational Record, suggested the ultimate challenge is to go 
beyond the objectives of efficient educational management to achieve 
effective leadership. 30 
It seemed appropriate to end this segment of the review of lit 
erature with this one quote from Clark's Distinctive Colle~e, "When we 
look for how distinctive emphasis gets underway, we find typically a 
single individual, usually the president. 1131 
19 
Thesis Rationale 
The first three sections of this chapter drew from the literature 
the basis or broad framework for the general purpose of this study. It 
was important to review this briefly. The current literature in higher 
education and management clearly suggested the social importance and 
vulnerability of the small, independent sector of American higher educa-
tion. It further suggested the need for carefully defined missions that 
are distinctive and quality oriented. Leadership and management appeared 
closely related to the accomplishment of this distinctiveness according 
to current literature. It was also substantiated in the the review of 
literature that within the liberal arts college the president, working 
in harmony with the board of trustees, whose chief executive is the 
chairperson, filled the two most significant leadership positions. 
With this in focus, this investigator will sununarize the limited 
literature as it pertained to the specific thesis purpose. This inves-
tigator attempted to establish a conceptual framework from the existing 
literature which suggested that it was now timely for some research to 
determine to what extent consistency in management or leadership style 
within an institution related to effectiveness or distinctiveness. 
The literature on leadership and management models, styles, systems, 
theories, orientations, approaches, traits, roles, behaviors, effective-
ness, and situational variables was seemingly unending. This study did 
not attempt to select the best of the above but, rather, determine if the 
management style or system used within the colleges was as important as 
the consistency with which it was implemented or applied. If one wanted 
to review the-most comprehensive survey on leadership literature, Ralph 
Stogdill's Handbook £f Leadership provided such a survey. 32 
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The following, then, is a glimpse or capsule of the literature sup-
porting the relevance of this research. It seemed appropriate to cite a 
few comments on the importance of management as a prelude to the specific 
literature on internal congruence. 
Joseph Cangemi, in an article for Education, stated: 
The aims of business and education are different. Business is 
profit oriented and materialistic, Hhile education is dedicated 
to humanity, broadly speaking. In spite of this difference in 
purposes, business has much to offer to education, especially 
in the area of leadership.33 
Much of the literature was in agreement with Alverno College's Pres-
ident, Sister Joel, when she suggested that most small college presidents 
h h d b d . . 11 . h . 34 ave a to ecome concerne prlnclpa y Wlt management questlons. 
The specific literature suggesting internal management congruence 
was related to effectiveness or distinctiveness and was found mostly in 
the business sector. The most important works in this area were by 
Rensis Likert, which was the reason for the selection of a Likert instru-
ment for this study. In his book, New Patterns £f Management, Likert 
stated, as was reported in Chapter I, that "all component parts of any 
system of management must be consistent with each other--and reflect the 
system's basic philosophy." 35 He further pointed out that if one system 
or style for decision making, for example, was grafted to another, the 
new system would be impaired. Communication, motivation, and other 
processes related to decision making would be lacking and no longer fit 
the pattern. Likert summarized all of this in the following statement: 
The complex but internally consistent pattern of inter-
relationships among the various parts of any system of manage-
ment which is working well becomes evident when we compare the 
processes involved in various systems or styles of manage-
ment. 36 
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James L. Price, in Organizational Effectiveness, offered the follow-
ing proposition: "Organizations whose ideologies have high degrees of 
congruence, priority and conformity are more likely to have a high degree 
of effectiveness." 37 
In a number of articles, other factors pertinent to the main focus 
of this study were found. A doctoral dissertation, at Cornell University 
by Kenneth Blanchard, found that the more favorable the disposition of 
the board of trustees toward the president, the easier the leadership 
function became for the president. 38 Douglas C. Basil, in Leadership 
Skills for Executive Action, stated 
organizations must rely on a high degree of compat-
ibility among their parts, and therefore on consistency of 
behavior . . • since the firm wants to organize people 
toward a common way of doing things.39 
Another example of how internal management consistency related to 
effectiveness was reflected in a research paper from the Harvard Business 
School which suggested there was evidence that candidates whose back-
grounds and attitudes are similar to those of executives currently con-
- 40 
sidered to be outstanding performers will tend to be more successful. 
Richard Brien, in Educational Record, reflected that all purposeful 
organizations were faced with the need to agree on goals and all must 
41 
select from among various strategies to reach these goals. Birnbaum, 
in another Educational Record article, pointed out that leadership sue-
cession was a disruptive process and when one selected a successor, one 
. 42 
was likely to select an individual who "sees eye to eye" with oneself. 
Another article .in Educational Record, by Joseph Burke, suggested 
that presidents must adopt systems of management that highlight inter-
43 
relationships between the campus as a whole and each of its parts. 
Another particularly interesting study, found in Basic Studies in 
Social Psychology, indicated that leaders can be trained to recognize 
their own styles and conditions which were most compatible to their 
44 
styles. This would suggest that if leaders can achieve this, then 
obtaining institutional congruence would be considerably easier. 
The above summaries, though limited, seemed to indicate an aware-
22 
ness that internal management styles or systems consistently applied are 
extremely important and may, in fact, be more significantly related to 
effectiveness in business and distinctiveness in colleges than is pres-
ently recognized. One quote from an editorial in the Journal ~Higher 
Education, by Theodore M. Hesburgh, seemed an appropriate way to end 
this section, "Moreover, a good leadership at the top inspires correl-
ative leadership down the line."45 
FOOTNOTES 
1 Steven Muller, "The Purpose of the Independent Institution," 
Educational Record, 57 (Sunnner, 1975), pp. 145-1Lf8. 
2 Edward B. Fiske, "Are Private Colleges an Endangered Species?" 
Reader's Dige.st, 109 (November, 1976), p. 96. 
3rbid., pp. 93-95. 
4Ibid.,. p. 96. 
5 Carol Herrnstadt Shulman, Private ~alleges: Present Conditions 
and Future Prospects (1\fashington, D. C., 1974), p. Lf5. 
6Howard R. Bowen and W. John Minter, Private Higher Education: 
Second Annual Report on Financial and Educational Trends in the Private 
Sector of American Higher Education (Washington, D. C., 1976), p. 1. 
7 Florence B. Davis, "Are Small Independent Colleges Obsolete?" 
A.D., 5 (March, 1975), p. 28. 
38. 
8Ibid., p. 24. 
9
"Private Colleges Cry 'Help'!" Time, 113 (January 15, 1979), p. 
10rbid. 
11rbid. 
12Ibid., pp. 38-40. 
13chester E. Finn, Jr. and Terry W. Hartle, "Do Private Colleges 
Have a Federal Case?" Change, 9 (March, 1977), pp. 6-7. 
14Howard R. Bowen and W. John Minter, Private Higher Education: 
First Annual Report on Financial and Educational Trends in the Private 
Sector of American Higher Education (Washington, D. C., 1975); p. 101. 
15Bowen and Minter, Private Higher Education: Second Annual 
Report on Financial and Educational Trends in the Private Sector of 
American Higher Education, pp. 97-100. 
16 Lorenzo Middleton, "Federal Guidelines Worry 'Developing' 
Institutions," The Chronicle .9i_ Higher Education, 18 (January 8, 1979), 
p. 17. 
23 
24 
17 MortonS. Baratz, "A Warning to Academic Budget-Cutters," Academe, 
12 (December, 1978), p. i. 
18wil1iam G. Bowen, "The Effects of Inflation/Recession on Higher 
Education," Educational Record, 56 (Summer, 1975), p. 155. 
19 Shulman, p. 15. 
20Ibid., p. 16. 
21c. Robert Pace, The Demise .£!. Diversitz.? ~ Coml2arative Profile 
of Eight Types 2.£ Institutions (New York, 1974), p. 63. 
22 Frederick E. Balderston, Managing Today's University (San 
Francisco, 1974), p. 13. 
23G. T. Smith, Speech given at Chapman College, May 16, 1977. 
24 Joseph F. Kauffman, The ~election £f Colle~e and University 
Presidents (Washington, D. C., 1974), p. 8. 
25 Paul Hershey and Kenneth H. Blanchard, Management £f Orga~za-
tional Behavior (2nd ed., Englewood Cliffs, 1972), pp. 67-69. 
26 Arthur Levine and John \~eingart, Refonn _of Undergraduate Educa-
tion (San Francisco, 1973), pp. 139-140. 
27warren Bennis, The Leaning Ivory Tower (San Francisco, 1973). 
28Manning M. Pattillo, Jr. and Donald M. MacKenzie, Eight Hundred 
Colleges Face the~~ (St. Louis, 1965), p. 15. 
29clifton R. Wharton, Jr., "The Stewardship of Trustees and the 
President," AGE Reports, 15 (September, 1973), p. 18. 
30Broadus N. Butler, "Higher Education Leadership in the Nation's 
Third Century," Educational Record, 57 (Winter, 1976), p. 56. 
31Burton R. Clark, The Distinctive College: Antioch, Reed and 
Swathmore (Chicago, 1970~p. 244. 
32Ralph M. Stogdill, Handbook of LeadershiJ2 (New York, 1974). 
33Joseph P. Cangemi, "Leadership Characteristics of Business 
Executives Appropriate for Leaders in Higher Education," Education, 95 
(Spring, 1975), p. 229. 
34 
"The College that Made Milwaukee Famous," Change, 10 (October, 
1978), p. 15. 
35Rensis Likert 9 New Patterns of Management (New York, 1961), p. 
222. 
25 
37 James L. Price, Organizational Effectiveness (Home1.;ood, 1968), p. 
104. 
38Kenneth Hartley Blanchard, "The Favorableness of the Group Situa-
tion in a Board of Trustees to its Principal Designated Leaders--the 
College President and the Board Chairman" (unpub. Doctoral dissertation, 
Cornell University, 1967), p. 1. 
39Douglas C. Basil, Leadershi£ Skills for Executive Action (New 
York, 1971), p. 164. 
40 0. A. Ohmann, "Some Observations on Executive Selection Research," 
Research Needs in Executive Selection, ed. Renata Tagiuri (Boston, 1961), 
p. 28. 
41Richard H. Brien, "The 'Managerialization' of Higher Education," 
Educational Record, 51 (Summer, 1970), p. 275 . 
. 
42Robert Birnbaum, "Presidential Succession: An Institutional 
Analysis," Educational Record, 52 (Spring, 1971), pp. 134-135. 
43 Joseph C. Burke, "Coping with the Role of College or University 
President," Educational Record, 58 (Fall, 1977), p. 395. 
44 Harold Proshansky and Bernard Seidenberg, Basic Studies in Social 
Psychology (New York, 1965), p. 549. 
45Theodore M. Hesburgh, "Presidential Leadership," Journal.£!._ Higher 
Education, 42 (December, 1971), p. 764. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The purpose of this descriptive study was to collect information on 
management styles used in private liberal arts colleges, as perceived by 
the college president and by the chairperson of the board, with the 
intention of determining the extent of management congruence within 
Liberal Arts Colleges Type I and Liberal Arts Colleges Type II. These 
institutional separations are found in the Carnegie Commission Report, 
A Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. 1 The investigator 
also sought to devise useful generalizations regarding the management 
styles used and the perceptions and the differences of the general groups 
surveyed. 
The data for this study was collected by a mail.survey. The remain-
der of this chapter describes the survey instrument, the population, the 
administration of the survey instrument, and the treatment of the data 
after collection. 
The Survey Instrument 
In view of the fact that this study dealt with management styles, a 
careful review of the business management literature was conducted in 
search of the most appropriate instrument. As a result of this review, 
the survey instrument selected was Likert's "Profile of Organizational 
26 
27 
Characteristics, Form S. 11 This questionnaire was developed by Rensis 
Likert Associates, Inc. to enable persons to describe the management 
system or style used in their organization. The Form S (Appendix A) 
is a simplified version of Form T outlined in Likert's The Human 
Q_rganization: 2 Its Management and Value. This simplified version high-
lighted the most important organizational variables and provided an 
approximation of an organization's management system according to the 
Likert systems I through IV orientation. The major categories surveyed 
in this study included: 
1. Leadership Processes, 
2. l>iotivational Forces, 
3. Communication Processes, 
4. Decision Making Processes, 
5. Goal Setting or Ordering Processes, 
6. Control Processes, and 
7. Interaction-Influence Processes. 3 
The survey instrument for measuring the organizational profile con-
tained several items under each of the listed major categories. Each 
item was arranged on a continuum with a range of responses from one 
through eight. The eight responses were consistent with the Likert man-
agement systems. 
Reliability of the 11Profile of Organizational Characteristics, Form 
S," was provided in Likert's The Human Organization: Its Management and 
Value, which reports intercorrelations from which reliability could be 
d . d 4 compute or est1mate • The Form S usually yields split-half reliabil-
ities in the .90 to .96 range when applying the Spearman-Brown formula 
for estimating the reliability between two halves of a form. In Chapters 
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Three and Four of this same reference and in New Ways of ~anaging Con-
flict,5 Likert presented studies indicating the validity of the "Profile 
of Organizational Characteristics," hence, basing validity on the history 
of the original scale. Table 5-4 in this work presented data showing the 
rank order correlation between "Profile of Organizational Character-
istics" scores and performance for a west coast manufacturing firm to be 
6 
+.61. J. M. Ketchel, in a doctoral dissertation utilizing Likert's 
Form S, determined that the total mean scores on Form S were correlated 
with performance. He found the correlation between the "Profile of 
Organizational Characteristics" mean score and member rating effective-
ness to be +.85 and the r of the "Profile of Organizational Character-
istics" mean score and member scaled expectancy rating to be +.74. 7 
In 1976, Rensis Likert Associates, Inc. of Ann Arbor, Michigan, 
developed a series of Likert scales specifically designed for assisting 
colleges and universities in obtaining information which could help 
them improve their administrative and educational effectiveness. Eight 
separate forms, with similar data requested, were developed for all 
l~vels: governing boards, presidents, vice presidents, deans, depart-
ment heads, faculty, non-academic administrators, and students. These 
instruments formed the basis for additional questions on the survey 
instrument. Three of these questions were in the area of faculty-
administration interaction. Four questions related to the respondent's 
. . . f . 8 own pos~t~on sat~s act~on. Questions A, B, and C, designed by the 
investigator in cooperation with members of the thesis con~ittee, dealt 
with broad aspects of university leadership. They included perceptions 
on the extent which management systems were utilized, on the extent 
which goals and objectives were defined, and on the major challenges 
facing liberal arts college leadership in the near future. 
The final section of the survey instrument requested specific 
demographic information from the respondent: sex, age, degrees, years 
in office, and, in the case of board chairpersons, occupation. 
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After careful review of the questions selected from the Likert forms 
for the survey instrument, certain rewording was necessary to focus the 
questions on higher education. An examination of Appendixes A and B will 
illustrate this process. The initial modifications were made by the 
investigator. The modified survey instrument was then reviewed in detail 
with Dr. Donald W. Robinson and Dr. John Creswell, chairperson and former 
member of this researcher's thesis committee, respectively, who made sug-
gestions and approved the instrument for use in this study. 
The investigator then contacted Dr. Rensis Likert and discussed the 
use of his Form S for this study, outlining the modifications intended. 
A written copy of the modified form was forward to Dr. Likert. Dr. 
Likert provided the investigator with additional suggestions and pro-
vided written approval for use of the modified instrument. (See Appen~ 
dixes C and D.) In numbering items of the survey instrument, number six 
was inadvertently left out. However, this in no way affected the content 
of the instrument, only the numbering sequence. 
The final survey instrument, ~ith 25 questions and limited demo-
graphic data requested, was submitted for pre-test to five college pres-
idents and board chairpersons selected from institutions not included in 
the random sample used in this study. In addition, this investigator 
talked by telephone to each of these individuals. Appendix E contains 
their reactions which were generally favorable. 
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The validity of the survey instrument used in tl1is study, then, was 
based upon the history of the original scale and the logical validation 
based upon the opinion of experts. Other major considerations in the 
selection of the Likert instrument were as follows: 
1. Generally favorable references to the management style measure-
ments were found in the current literature. 
2. Questions were arranged for ease in answering, grouped to focus 
the respondent's attention on one area at a time, sufficiently 
defined and brief, closed ended, facilitating interpretation 
and tabulation, limited respondents who tended toward verbosity, 
and were presented in a modified multiple choice format. 
3. The respondents selected for this study were asked information 
they could readily and accurately answer. 
The Population 
Two distinct populations were used in this study, Liberal Arts 
Colleges Type I and Liberal Arts Colleges Type II, as defined in the 
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education Report, A Classification of 
Institutions of Higher Education. 9 According to this same study, there 
were 26 public liberal arts colleges in the United States and 691 private 
liberal arts colleges. This study was limited to the private institu-
tions. 
For the purposes of this study, private liberal arts colleges were 
those privately funded institutions with a major .emphasis in the liberal 
arts and a liberal arts tradition and, perhaps, with modest occupa-
tional programs. In general, these institutions enroll less than 2,000 
students with median enrollments of between 1,000 and 1,500. 
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This Carnegie Commission Report listed all private institutions by 
state. Colleges were divided into two categories. Category I institu-
tions met one of the following criteria: 
1. Colleges scoring 5 or above on Astin's Selectivity Index, which 
is based on National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test Scores 
for all students who took the NMSQT in 1964, classified accord-
ing to the college of their first choice. From these scores, 
it was possible to estimate the mean and standard deviation of 
the scores of students actually entering each college. 
2. Colleges included among the 200 leading baccalaureate-granting 
institutions in terms of numbers of their graduates receiving 
Ph.D.'s at 40 leading doctoral-granting institutions from 
1920-1966. 10 
The remaining private liberal arts colleges were included in the Liberal 
Arts Colleges II category, consistent with the Carnegie classification 
of institutions. 
To test the hypotheses, which essentially were comparisons of per-
ceptions of institutions' management styles within these two categories·, 
a total of 216 institutions (108 from each category of Liberal Arts Type 
College) comprised the sample. These institutions were selected utiliz-
ing a probability sample (i.e., the simple random assignment) . 11 Hence, 
each institution in the total identified population had essentially the 
same probability of being selected. 
To minimize sample bias, the specific procedure followed in this 
phase of the. study included the sequential numbering of all colleges in 
Categories I and II Type Liberal Arts Colleges separately. A card 
representing each college was placed in a covered container for the 
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respective groups and a neutral person, at random, selected 108 numbers 
from each container, one at a time. These selected numbers were 
identified and appropriate lists drawn, constituting the total sample. 
The simple random assignment to determine the two populations used 
in this study was selected because it precluded, to a large extent, 
researcher sample maneuvering; it was free of errors in classification; 
and it was more appropriate for data analysis which included use of 
inferential statistics. 
Responses to the research instrument were sought from the president 
and board chairperson of each institution in the sample. 
Administration of the Survey Instrument 
Intense attention was given to the instructions provided, to the 
general quality and appearance of the instrument and accompanying 
letters, and to the method of transmittal, thereby adding an element of 
face validity and increasing the possibility of response. Specifically, 
a professional printer was engaged to reduce the instrument's printed 
size to permit the entire instrument to fit on three 8 1/2 x 11 sheets.-
A cover letter was carefully drafted (Appendix F) with the following 
criteria in mind: 
1. To develop a letter which would state the purpose of the study 
in such a way as to reflect the importance and relevance of the 
study to the prospective participants, the presidents and chair-
persons of the boards from the institutions selected for the 
study; 
2. To establish the fact that two participants from each institu-
tion would be separately contacted and the responses matched, 
thereby increasing the care taken in responding; 
3. To assure the participants of personal and institutional con-
fidentiality relative to their responses; 
4. To indicate summaries of the study would be provided; 
5. To communicate a professional and courteous tone, each letter 
programmed for individual typing on bond paper signed as 
originals, and all mailed first class mail. 
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In early May, 1977, the cover letter over the primary signature of 
the investigator's thesis committee chairperson and the survey instrument 
(Appendixes E and B) were mailed to all participants, 432 in total. This 
included two participants from each of the 108 selected institutions from 
both Liberal Arts Colleges Types I and II categories. Coded self-return 
envelopes were enclosed (Appendix F). 
Considerable effort was devoted to ascertaining the names of the 
respondents and, as a result, 88 percent of the letters were addressed 
to the specific respondent. 
During June, 1977, a first follow-up postcard (Appendix G) was 
mailed to all those individuals who had not responded. In July, 1977, 
a follow-up letter was mailed to all non-respondents (Appendix H) with 
an additional copy of the survey instrument. During the month of 
August, 1977, personal telephone calls were made in all cases where only 
one response was received from an institution, and the second respondent 
was urged to complete the survey instrument, thus providing an additional 
matched pair. 
These procedures provided the investigator with the following 
response data. From the Liberal Arts Colleges Type I sample, 41 matched 
pairs (38 percent) were received; that is, responses were gained from 
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both the president and board chairperson. In addition, unmatched 
responses were received from 28 presidents and 16 board chairpersons of 
other institutions in the sample. Thus, the total response rate for 
Type I institutions was 57.3 percent. 
From the Liberal Arts Colleges Type II sample, 40 matched pairs 
(37 percent) were received. In addition, unmatched responses were 
received from 21 presidents and six board chairpersons. The total 
response rate for Type II institutions was 49.2 percent. 
From the total sample of 432 possible respondents, 233 completed and 
returned the sruvey instrument, representing a 53.9 percent return rate. 
Tabulation of the Data 
The data collected from the 25 multiple choice questions, in the 
survey instrument and from the demographic questions were tabulated on 
individual computer coding forms (Appendix I). The majority were objec-
tive multiple choice questions with an eight point numerical scale 
assigned to each response. The objective and short answer demographic 
questions were coded, keypunched onto computer cards, and verified. 
The one open-ended question (C) was hand tabulated, organized into 
categories and recorded. The original computer tabulations and computa-
tions were done at the Computer Center, University of California, Los 
Angeles, utilizing an IBM 360 Computer. The resulting data revealed a 
considerable number of tabulation and coding errors. As a result, the 
original survey instruments were rechecked with the computer coding forms 
and keypunched again and finally tabulated on a Control Data Corporation 
Computer, the CYBER 172, at Colorado State University. Cross-tabulation 
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procedures to compute contingency tables were used from the Statistical 
k f h S . 1 s . 12 Pac age_££~ ocla clences. 
Treatment of the Data 
The tabulated data were collected in a form amenable to the testing 
of the hypotheses stated in Chapter I. Comparisons were drawn between 
the responses of the identified groups of participants for each item in 
the survey instrument. 
The first comparison was between the matched responses of the pres-
idents and board chairpersons of the Liberal Arts Type I Colleges. The 
second comparison.was between the matched responses of the presidents 
and board chairpersons of the Liberal Arts Type II Colleges. A third 
comparison was developed between the total responses, matched. and un-
matched, of the presidents of Liberal Arts Type I Colleges and the pres-
idents of Liberal Arts Type II Colleges and between the total responses 
of the chairpersons of Liberal Arts Type I Colleges and chairpersons of 
Liberal Arts Type II Colleges. 
A statistical procedure utilizing Chi-Square Tests of significance, 
13 
as described by Downie and Heath, was used. Specifically, Chi-Square 
Tests were used to determine the relationship of the matched responses 
item by item between the aforementioned groups. This particular tech-
nique was selected because it did not depend upon the assumption that 
the variable measured is normally distributed in the population tested. 
A Chi-Square statistic was considered appropriate because of its non-
parametric, or distribution-free, characteristic. Further, the Chi-
Square Test was appropriate to small samples and with data which was 
enumerated or nominal and characterized according to a predetermined 
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scheme. All critical values of Chi-Square were tested for significance 
at the .10 level. Experts in the field of non-parametric statistics sug-
gested that the occasional use of a .10 level of significance is appro-
- 14 15 priate with very nominal data. ' 
Finally, the open-ended question relative to challenges facing 
Liberal Arts Colleges in the future was categorized, recorded and 
analyzed, and appropriate generalizations suggested in Chapter IV. 
Any appropriate additional generalizations or information of value 
discovered in the analyses of the data for this study were reported or 
suggested for further study in Chapters IV and V. 
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CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION A.."i!D ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction 
This chapter includes the presentation and analysis of the data 
generated by the methodology outlined in Chapter III. The presentation 
and analysis are in five parts in accordance with the following format. 
First, the individual questions.in the research instrument will be ex-
plained within the general management category being examined. Second, 
each of the four hypotheses will be stated and tables of data presented 
where significance is found as defined in Chapter III. Third, the 
demographic data relative to the respondents will be presented and appro-
priate analyses made. Fourth, the responses received from the open-ended 
question will be recorded and analyzed. Fifth, additional findings will 
be examined. 
Analysis of the Research Instrument 
Twen.ty-five questions in seven major areas related to organizational 
operating characterietics were posed. On an eight-point scale, each 
respondent was asked to select the answer best describing his/her percep-
tion of his/her institution at the present time. In the following nar-
rative, question numbers were underlined to provide the reader with easy 
reference to the specific questions. 
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The first major area dealt with the leadership processes used in 
the institution. Three questions sought to elicit perceptions relative 
to the extent faculty members and administrators had trust and confidence 
in and were supportive of each other's respective roles. Question 1 
asked how much trust and confidence was shown in the faculty by admin-
istratoJ;"s. The choice of responses ranged from "very little" to "a very 
great deal". Question 2 asked how free faculty members felt to discuss 
their work with administrators. The choice of answers ranged from "not 
free" to "very free". Question 3 asked how often faculty members' ideas 
were sought and used constructively. The choice of responses ranged from 
"rarely" to "very often". 
The second area examined was the character of the motivational 
forces found in the institution; that is, the extent and manner in which 
motives were used and the extent individuals and groups were involved in 
the achievement of organizational goals. Question 4 asked to what extent 
fear, threats, punishment, rewards, or involvement were used in motivat-
ing people. Question 5 asked where responsibility was felt for achieving 
academic excellence and fiscal stability. The choices ranged from 
"senior administration only" to "at all levels--administration, faculty, 
staff, and students". 
· The third section of the survey instrument attempted to determine 
the character of the communication process within the institution. The 
four questions were related to the extent that open, shared, and accurate 
communication between the faculty and administration was present. Ques-
tion 7 dealt with the usual direction of information flow between faculty 
and administration with response choices ranging from "downward only" to 
"downward, upward, and between". Question 8 asked how communication from 
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administration to faculty was accepted. The response choices ranged 
from "with distrust" to "fully accepted". Question 9 asked how accurate 
was conwunication from faculty to administration. The response choices 
ranged from "usually inaccurate" to "almost always accurate". Question 
10 asked ho\v well did senior administrators know the problems faced by 
faculty. The response choices ranged from "not well" to "very well". 
The fourth section of the research instrument dealt with the charac-
ter of the decision making process within the institution. The primary 
etnpl).asis centered around the level at which decisions were made and the 
extent that information from the faculty was used and the extent to 
which faculty members themselves were involved in academic decisions. 
Question 11 asked at what level major policy decisions were made. The 
response choices ranged from "mostly at top.administration" to "wide-
spread and coordinated decision making". Question 12 asked how often 
faculty members were involved in academic decisions. The response 
choices ranged from "almost never" to "fully involved". 
Section five examined the goal setting process within the institu-
tion. Specifically, how goal setting was accomplished and the extent 
to which faculty members worked to achieve the institution's goals. 
Question 13 asked how goal setting was usually done. The response 
choices ranged from "administration directives" to "generally by group 
discussion between faculty and staff". Question 14 asked how much did 
faculty members do to achieve the college's goals. The choice of 
responses ranged from "very little" to "a very great deal". 
Section six of the research instrument focused on the nature of the 
control processes. That is, at what hierarchical level were major con-
trol functions found and concentrated and to what extent evaluations were 
used for controlling rewards, and for self improvement, group guidance, 
and problem solving within the institution. Question 15 asked where 
review and control functions were found. The response choices ranged 
from"highly at top administration" to "widely shared throughout the 
institution". Question 16 attempted to determine what faculty evalua-
tions and other control data were used for, with responses ranging from 
"refusing salary tenure and promotion" to "granting salary, tenure and 
promotion, and group guidance and problem solving". 
Section seven of the instrument was a series of questions related 
to the quality and quantity of interaction between and among the various 
functional components of an academic institution. Furthermore, the ques-
tions attempted to determine the extent of cooperation, of sharing of 
information and ideas, of respect, and of communication between the two 
primary participants of this study--the president and the board chair-
person. Question 17 asked how academic conflicts were usually resolved. 
The response choices ranged from "ignored" to "resolved by all those 
affected". Questions 18 and 19 requested a perception of the extent of 
interaction and sharing of ideas between the president and board chair-
person of the institution. The responses ranged respectively from "very 
little to rarely" and "a great deal to very often". Question 20 asked 
the presidents and board chairpersons to rate the governing board 
relative to its competence as a policy making body and its overall knowl-
edge in the field of education. The response choices ranged from "not 
competent" to "very competent". Question 21 asked each respondent to 
measure his/her sense of responsibility for the educational excellence 
and fiscal stability of the institution. The response choices ranged 
from "very little" to "very great". Question 22 asked each respondent 
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to suggest the quality of communication between themselves and their 
co-respondent. The response choices ranged again from "very little" to 
"very great". Question 23 asked each respondent to indicate the extent 
of work satisfaction he/she felt. 
In addition to the above specific sections on organizational 
characteristics, five lettered questionp (designed by the investigator 
in consultation with the thesis chairperson) were also a part of the 
research instrument. Two questions were designed to provide additional 
information relative to the extent formal management systems were being 
planned and implemented consistent with carefully defined institutional 
goals and objectives. The first of these questions, Question A, asked 
to what extent formal management systems were being utilized. The 
response choices ranged from "very little" to "a·great deal". Question B 
asked how well the goals and objectives of the college were defined. 
The choice of responses ranged from "not at all" to "clearly and 
saliently". Question C asked each respondent to suggest the major chal-
lenges that face the leadership of his or her respective college and 
indicate whether these were generally applicable to other small inde-
pendent liberal arts colleges. Question D asked each respondent to 
indicate his or her willingness to participate in expanded research 
developed as a result of this study. Question E, the final question, 
requested of each respondent certain demographic information including 
age, sex, highest degree, years in present position, years in administra-
tion, and teaching, respectively, and in the case of board chairpersons, 
his/her occupation. 
The research instrument is reproduced in its entirety in Appendix B 
of this study for the reference of any reader or interested party. 
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Report of Hypothesis Testing 
In this section, each of the four hypotheses was stated and tables 
presented where significant difference was found. Complete comparative 
tables of all data collected for each question were included in Appen-
dixes K, L, and M. Graphically, the hypotheses used in this study 
attempted to establish the extent of managert~ent consistency between the 
groups as shown in Figure 1. 
Liberal Arts College 
Type I 
Liberal Arts College 
Type II 
Presidents 
: I 
Board 
Chairpersons 
I : 
Figure 1. Groups Between Which the Study Attempted to 
Establish Management Consistency 
A Chi-Square Test of significance was used to compare the matched 
institutional responses, that is where questionnaires were received from 
both the president and board chairperson of the Type I or.Type II insti-
tutions in the respective samples. Authorities on parametric statistics, 
as cited earlier, indicated that a .10 level of significance was appro-
priate for reporting; thus, providing the reader a broader range of data 
for interpreting the research findings. 
Hypothesis I: There is no significant difference between the per-
ceptions of the presidents and board chairpersons relative to the manage-
ment system used in Liberal Arts Type I Colleges. 
Out of the 27 eight-point optional questions, significant differ-
ence was found in only four instances. Tables I, II, III, and IV 
illustrate the specific data in each instance. 
Question 3 asked how often faculty ideas were sought and used. As 
reported in Table I, there is a significant difference in the perception 
of the presidents and board chairpersons as to the extent faculty mem-
bers' ideas are sought and used by the administration in Liberal Arts 
Type I Colleges. Interestingly, the board chairpersons felt that faculty 
input was not sought as often as the presidents indicated. Perhaps this 
is the result of the board chairperson being somewhat removed from the 
day-to-day operation of the institution and would, naturally, expect 
administrators to be the decision makers. 
Question 4 asked the extent negative or positive mo~ivators were 
used. There was a signif~cant difference of perception between the two 
responding groups, as reported in Table II. The presidents of Liberal 
Arts Type I Colleges seem to suggest that rewards with some involvement 
and, indeed, some punfshment are used to motivate faculty·r,.;rhereas the 
board chairpersons were more inclined to believe reward and involvement 
were the two major motivators used. It was assumed that the withholding 
of tenure, promotion, and salary would be the items included as punish-
ment. The only assumption that this investigator felt appropriate to 
explain the difference was that from a president's perception, punishment 
(i.e., withholding tenure or promotion) was an acceptable way to motivate 
faculty. 
In the general area of interaction-influence, the matched pair 
responses from Liberal Arts Colleges Type I to Question 2la, responsibil-
ity for achieving educational excellence, produced a statistically 
TABLE I 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF MATCHING PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CI{AIRPERSONS 
OF LIBERAL ARTS TYPE I COLLEGES--QUESTION 3 
Question 3: How often are faculty members' ideas sought and used constructively? 
Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Responses of 
Presidents 4 12 15 9 
Responses of 
Board 
Chairpersons 4 7 11 11 5 
TOTAL 
Raw Chi-Square = 9.60902, Degrees of Freedom = 4, Significance = .0476. 
*One missing response. 
Total 
40* 
41 
81 
TABLE II 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF MATCHING PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
OF LIBERAL ARTS TYPE I COLLEGES--QUESTION 4 
Question 4: Is predominant use made of (a) fear, (b) threats, (c) punishment, (d) rewards, (e) involve-
ment? 
Responses of 
Presidents 
Responses of 
Board 
Chairpersons 
a,b,c,d 
1 2 
d with c 
3 4 
d with c & e 
5 6 
1 10 
4 3 
d & c 
7 8 Total 
21 8 40* 
29 4 41 
TOTAL 81 
Raw Chi-Square = 9.17162, Degrees of Freedom= 4, Significance = .0570. 
*One missing response. 
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significant difference, as reported in Table III. Clearly, there was a 
pattern indicating that the presidents felt a much greater sense of 
responsibility for achieving educational excellence than board chair-
persons. On the surface, this would appear to be expected since board 
members are generally more concerned with board policy and in particular 
fiscal matters. However, upon careful reflection, it seemed that for 
the principal governing board, educational excellence and fiscal stabil-
ity would be considered equally important and inclusive. This particular 
difference was surprising to this investigator. 
In response to Question 23, relative to the extent the respondents 
felt satisfied with their particular role with the institution, and as 
presented in Table IV, the board chairpersons appeared to be slightly 
more satisfied with their work than did the presidents. This seemed 
appropriate for the board chairpersons are less involved in the day-to-
day operation of the college. 
Hypothesis II: There is no significant difference between the_ 
perceptions of the presidents and board chairpersons relative to the 
management systems used in Liberal Arts Type II Colleges. 
A review of the statistical data, the Chi-Square analyses, showed 
that there were three questions where significant differences were found 
between the perceptions of tl1e presidents and board chairpersons in Type 
II Colleges, as presented in Tables V, VI, and VII. 
Questions 2la ar_d 2lb, dealing with the extent of responsibility 
felt for educational and fiscal excellence and stability, showed the 
greatest significant difference between the presidents and board chair-
persons in Type II Colleges. The results of these questions, Tables V 
and VI, represented the most significant differences found in the 'study. 
TABLE III 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF MATCHING PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
OF LIBERAL ARTS TYPE I COLLEGES--QUESTION 21A 
Question 2la: To what extent do you feel responsible for the educational excellence in your 
Very Little Some Considerable Very Great 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Responses of 
Presidents 3 10 27 
Responses of 
Board 
Chairpersons 1 3 2 11 10 14 
TOTAL 
Raw Chi-Square= 14.68327, Degrees of Freedom= 5, Significance= .0118. 
*One missing response. 
college? 
Total 
40* 
41 
81 
TABLE IV 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF MATCHING PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
OF LIBERAL ARTS TYPE I COLLEGES--QUESTION 23 
Question 23: How satisfying is your work ~.;rith the college? 
Responses of 
Presidents 
Responses of 
Board 
Chairpersons 
TOTAL 
Not 
Satisfying 
1 2 
Somewhat 
Satisfying 
3 4 
2 1 
2 
Quite 
Satisfying 
5 6 
3 6 
7 
Raw Chi-Square = 9.15688, Degrees of Freedom= 5, Significance= .1030. 
*One missing response. 
Very 
Satisfying 
7 8 
9 19 
18 14 
Total 
40* 
41 
81 
Question 2la: 
Responses of 
Presidents 
Responses of 
Board 
Chairpersons 
TOTAL 
TABLE V 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF MATCHING PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
OF LIBERAL ARTS TYPE II COLLEGES--QUESTION 21A 
To what extent do you feel responsible for the educational excellence of the college? 
Very Little Some Considerable Very Great 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 4 11 24 
1 1 10 6 16 6 
.Raw Chi-Square= 21.48956, Degrees of Freedom= 5, Significance= .0007. 
Total 
40 
40 
ln 
0 
TABLE VI 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF MATCHING PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
OF LIBERAL ARTS TYPE II COLLEGES--QUESTION 21B 
Que·stion 2lb: To what extent do you feel responsible for the fiscal stability of the college? · 
Responses of 
Presidents 
Responses of 
Board 
Chairpersons 
Very Little 
1 2 
Some 
3 4 
Considerable 
5 6 
2 
3 
Very Great 
7 8 
7 31 
20 17 
Total 
40 
40 
TOTAL 80 
Raw Chi-Square 10.54259, Degrees of Freedom= 2, Significance = .0051. 
It appeared that the presidents felt greater responsibility for the 
educational excellence of the colleges than the board chairpersons. 
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It seemed reasonable that presidents would be more concerned with 
educational excellence. However, in the area of fiscal matters, the 
presidents also demonstrated a significantly higher sense of fiscal 
responsibility than the board chairperson. This suggested that greater 
pressure may be felt by the presidents of Type II Colleges in fiscal 
areas in the day-to-day operation of the college. Nevertheless, the 
preponderance of the data indicated that most of the Type I and Type II 
presidents and board chairpersons ranked fiscal and academic responsibil-
ity as major concerns. 
Question A was concerned with the extent of management systems used 
and suggested that, on an overall basis, the board chairpersons of Type 
II Colleges perceived a greater utilization of formal management systems 
within the institution (Table VII). This raised the question of whether 
or not this was due to their own lack of contact with the college's 
day-to-day operation which would place them in a position to observe the 
use of formal management systems. It is interesting to note that, in 
both Type I and Type II Colleges, the median response for this question 
was 4. This strongly suggested that the use of formal management systems 
was limited as perceived by most participants. 
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between the 
perceptions of all responding presidents of Liberal Arts Type I and Type 
II Colleges relative to the management systems used in their institu-
tions. 
As this investigator attempted to compare management congruence with 
distinctiveness to determine if a relationship did exist, perceptions of 
Question A: 
Responses of 
Presidents 
Responses of 
Board 
Chairpersons 
TOTAL 
TABLE VII 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF MATCHING PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
OF LIBERAL ARTS TYPE II COLLEGES--QUESTION A 
To what extent are formal management systems being utilized in your college? 
A Very 
Very Little Some Considerable Great Deal 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
2 6 5 13 5 4 5 
3 2 3 8 12 10 2 
Raw Chi-Square= 10.62947, Degrees of Freedom= 6, Significance= .1005. 
Total 
40 
40 
so 
V1 
w 
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the presidents from Type I and Type II Colleges were statistically com-
pared in addition to the two aforementioned comparisons. As a result 
of this comparison, only three areas of significance appeared. Tables 
VIII, IX, and X present these data. 
Question Sa asked where responsibility for achieving academic excel-
lence was felt. Table VIII indicated a significant difference between 
the presidents of Type I and Type II Liberal Arts Colleges. The Liberal 
Arts College Type I presidents seemed to indicate that responsibility for 
achieving academic excellence was felt throughout all levels of the col-
lege to a greater extent than indicated by the Liberal Arts College Type 
II presidents. 
Table IX, relating to the acceptance of downward communication, 
indicated that the presidents of Liberal Arts Colleges Type I are less 
consistent and the spread of responses was considerably greater than 
among the Liberal Arts Colleges Type II presidents. One suggestion this 
investigator can offer is that the Type I presidents are less sure of 
the acceptance of downward administrative communication in view of a 
stronger likelihood of a collegial model in Type I institutions. 
Results found in Table X pertained to the use of faculty evaluation 
data. It appeared that Type I presidents seemed somewhat more willing 
to use control data to deny salary, promotion, or tenure. 
Hypothesis IV: There is no significant difference between the 
perceptions of all responding board chairpersons of Liberal Arts Type I 
and Type II Colleges relative to the management systems used in their 
institutions. 
As with Hypothesis III, Hypothesis IV tested the perceptions of 
board chairpersons from Type I and Type II Liberal Arts Colleges in an 
TABLE VIII 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF ALL PRESIDENTS OF LIBERAL ARTS 
TYPE I AND TYPE II COLLEGES--QUESTION SA 
Question Sa: Where is responsibility felt for achieving academic excellence? 
Responses of 
Type I 
Presidents 
Responses of 
Type II 
Presidents 
TOTAL 
Top 
Administration 
1 2 
1 
Top and Middle 
Administration 
3 4 
2 2 
Faculty and 
Administration 
s 6 
7 27 
14 14 
Raw Chi-Square = 13.68S39, Degrees of Freedom = 6, Significance = .0334. 
Faculty, Staff, 
Administration 
and Students 
7 8 
24 11 
21 6 
Total 
69 
61 
130 
1.11 
1.11 
Question 8: How is 
Responses of 
Type I 
Presidents 
Responses of 
Type II 
Presidents 
TOTAL 
TABLE IX 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF ALL PRESIDENTS OF LIBERAL ARTS 
TYPE I AND TYPE II COLLEGES--QUESTION 8 
downward communication accepted (administration to faculty)? 
With Often With Often Fully 
Distrust Sus:eicion Acce:eted Acce:eted 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 14 18 22 13 
1 3 3 23 23 8 
Raw Chi-Square= 11.49131, Degrees of Freedom= 6, Significance = .0743. 
8 Total 
1 69 
61 
130 
TABLE X 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF ALL PRESIDENTS OF LIBERAL ARTS 
TYPE I AND·TYPE II COLLEGES--QUESTION 16 
Question 16: What are faculty evaluations and other control data used for? 
Refusing Granting Granting STP, 
~alary, Tenure, Granting and STP, Some Group Guidance, 
Promotion Refusin8 STP Self-Guidance Problem Solving 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Responses of 
Type I 
Presidents 1 7 17 17 22 5 
Responses of 
Type II 
Presidents 2 1 13 26 16 3 
TOTAL 
Raw Chi-Square = 10.91344, Degrees of Freedom = 6, Significance = .0911. 
Total 
69 
61 
130 
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attempt to examine the relationship between distinctiveness and manage-
ment congruence. Two areas of significant difference were found as 
illustrated in Tables XI and XII. 
W11en asked the extent to which, and level at which, responsibility 
for academic excellence was felt, the board chairpersons of Type I 
Liberal Arts Colleges felt more responsible for achieving academic 
excellence than their Type II counterparts. 
There were 27 multiple. option questions included in this management 
survey. In only a limited number of areas significant differences were 
determined. The areas where significant differences were found, however, 
are interesting and worthy of some consideration and analysis. 
Table XIII was designed to present the relative Chi-Square values 
for the tested hypothesis across the four groups surveyed. It was 
interesting to note that significant differences were not indicated 
across the other three groups with two exceptions. 
In the general area of motivation, specifically Question Sa, v.-hich 
asked at what level responsibility for academic excellence was felt 
within the institution, there was a significant difference between Type 
I and Type II presidents and a significant difference in the perceptions 
of the Type I and Type II board chairpersons as well. Apparently, one 
of the key differences between Type I and Type II respondents was that, 
with Type I presidents and board chairpersons, there >vas a g.reater 
perceived sense of obligation to ensure academic excellence. 
The most notable exception, which very closely paralleled the afore-
mentioned question, is Zla--the extent each respondent felt personally 
responsible for achieving academic excellence. Significant differences 
were found between the presidents and board chairpersons of Type I 
TABLE XI 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF ALL BOARD CHAIRPERSONS OF LIBERAL ARTS 
TYPE I AND TYPE II COLLEGES--QUESTION SA 
Question Sa: Where is responsibility felt for achieving academic excellence? 
Responses of 
Type I Board 
Chairpersons 
Responses of 
Type II Board 
Chairpersons 
TOTAL 
Raw Chi-Square 
Top 
Administration 
1 2 
1 2 
Top and Middle 
Administration 
3 4 
1 
Faculty, 
Administration 
5 6 
5 13 
10 17 
12.04496, Degrees of Freedom = 6, Significance = .0610. 
Faculty, 
Administration, 
Staff, Students 
7 8 
21 15 
13 5 
Total 
57 
46 
103 
TABLE XII 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF ALL BOARD CHAIRPERSONS OF LIBERAL ARTS 
TYPE I AND TYPE II COLLEGES--QUESTION 21A 
Question 2la: To what extent do you feel responsible for achieving educational excellence in your 
college? 
Responses of 
Type I Board 
Chairpersons 
Responses of 
Type II Board 
Chairpersons 
TOTAL 
Very Little 
1 2 
Some 
3 
1 
1 
4 
3 
2 
Considerable 
5 6 
4 15 
12 8 
Raw Chi-Square= 10.11100, Degrees of Freedom= 5, Significance= .0722. 
Very Great 
7 8 
16 18 
16 7 
Total 
57 
46 
103 
0'\ 
0 
3. 
4. 
Sa. 
8. 
16. 
2la. 
2lb. 
23. 
A. 
*P = 
TABLE XIII 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF THE RELATIVE CHI-SQUARE VALUES FOR THE FOUR 
GROUPS TESTED WHERE SIGNIFICANCE WAS DETERMINED 
P-BC* P-BC P-P 
Question Area Type I Type II Types I and II 
Use of faculty ideas Leadership .0476 .1706 . 7172 
Motivation forces Motivation .0570 .8504 .3814 
Base for academic excellence Motivation .8456 .4394 .0334 
Administration to faculty 
communication Communication .8420 .3278 .0743 
Use of evaluation data Control .2139 .2981 .0911 
Responsibility for 
academic excellence Interaction .Oll8 .0007 .4291 
Responsibility for fiscal 
stability Interaction .4172 .0051 . 7163 
Work satisfaction Interaction .1030 .7083 . 7719 
Use of management systems Management .6255 .1005 .7698 
Hypothesis I II III 
President, BC Board Chairperson. 
. BC-BC 
Types I and II 
• 3605 
.4172 
.0610 
.6742 
.8797 
.0722 
---
.3324 
.7339 
.4503 
IV 
0\ 
t-' 
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Colleges, between presidents and .board chairpersons of Type II Colleges 
and between board chairpersons of Type I and Type II Colleges. 
In this investigator's opinion, these exceptions and noted differ-
ences, relative to the level and persons responsible for academic 
excellence within these colleges, were most significant. It seems to 
this investigator that the lack of congruence in these areas suggests 
further study. 
Demographic Data 
In this section of Chapter IV, the demographic- data asked of all 
the respondents are presented, including sex, age, highest degree earned, 
occupations of board chairpersons, years in present assignment and in 
higher education, and an indication of their willingness to participate 
in an expanded phase of research. 
Table XIV presents data that were received in response to a two-
choice question relative to the sex of the respondent. In summary, 80 
percent of all the presidents and board chairpersons from Liberal Arts 
Colleges Type I were male, 20 percent were female. With Liberal Arts 
Colleges Type II, approximately 88 percent of the presidents and board 
chairpersons were male and 12 percent were female. Twelve respondents, 
out of a total of 233, did not answer this question. 
Respondents were asked to select an age.range and the results are 
reported in Table XV. Although 10 respondents did not answer the ques-
tion on age, it was apparent that Liberal Arts Colleges Type I and Type 
II had presidents of similar ages, with 84 percent of all presidents 
between the ages of 40 and 60 and a mean age of 48.4 years. It was 
further apparent that the Type I Colleges had slightly older board 
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TABLE XIV 
SEX OF PARTICIPANTS 
Male Female 
n n % n % 
Liberal Arts College I 
Presidents 66 53 80 13 20 
Board Chairpersons 54 43 80 11 20 
TOTAL· 96 24 
Liberal Arts College II 
Presidents 57 50 88 7 12 
Board Chairpersons 44 39 89 5 11 
TOTAL 89 12 
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TABLE XV 
AGE OF PARTICIPANTS 
Over Mean 
n 30-40 40-50 50-60 60 Age 
Type I Presidents 66 1 32 26 7 48.8 
Type II Presidents 58 6 19 27 6 48.0 
TOTAL 7 51 53 13 
Percentage 6 41 43 10 
Type I Board Chairpersons 54 11 21 22 54.5 
Type II Board Chairpersons 45 3 8 22 12 52.0 
TOTAL 3 19 43 34 
Percentage 3 20 43 34 
chairpersons; although for all board chairpersons in this study, 77 
percent were over 50 years of age, with a mean age of 53.2 years. It 
was interesting to note that only seven presidents and three board 
chairpersons were under 40 and 90 percent of these were from Liberal 
Arts Colleges Type II. 
The respondents were asked to list their highest degree earned. 
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Table XVI presents the results. The question concerning the highest 
degree earned was difficult to summarize, for the type and level of 
degrees found in the American educational system were many and varied. 
No attempt was made to categorize the degree subject area for no pattern 
was found. After careful review of the individual responses, six cat-
egories were grouped for presentation herein. Sixteen respondents did 
not respond to this question, and a careful review indicated that 80 
percent of Type I presidents and 66 percent of Type II presidents held 
doctorates. Of the .93 presidents (74 percent) who held earned doc-
torates, 86 were the Doctor of Philosophy degree and seven were the 
Doctor of Education degree. 
As one might expect, the degree levels of the board chairpersons 
were considerably less and more widely distributed within the selected 
categories than those of the presidents. The distribution was similar 
between Liberal Arts College Types I and II. The most significant 
factor seemed to be that 81 percent held a bachelor's degree or higher. 
Board chairperscns were asked to state their present occupation and 
Table XVII reports their responses. Three board chairpersons did 
respond to this question. General occupational categories were developed 
after careful review of the responses. On an overall basis, 43 percent 
of all board chairpersons were from the business community and 42 percent 
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TABLE XVI 
HIGHEST DEGREE EARNED BY PARTICIPANTS 
1 2 3 4 5 6 n 
Type I Presidents 2 8 3 55 68 
Type II Presidents 6 2 12 38 58 
TOTAL 8 2 20 3 93 
Percentage 6 1 16 2 74 
Type I Board Chairpersons 1 8 14 14 8 6 51 
Type II Board Chairpersons 1 7 7 13 6 6 40 
TOTAL 2 15 21 27 14 12 
Percentage 2 17 23 30 15 13 
Categories: 1. High school (diploma or equivalent) 
2. Other (associate degree, certificates, or unusual 
degrees not included above) 
3. Bachelors degree (BA or BS, BD, etc.) 
4. Masters degree (MA and professional masters) 
5. Special doctorate (JD, MD, or honorary) 
6. Earned doctorate (EdD, PhD) 
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TABLE XVII 
OCCUPATIONS OF BOARD CI~\IRPERSONS 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 n 
Liberal Arts 
College Type I 2 11 6 3 14 8 5 1 3 4 57 
Liberal Arts 
College Type II 3 6 10 7 6 4 5 2 43 
TOTAL 5 17 16 10 20 12 10 1 3 6 
Percentage 5 17 16 10 20 12 10 1 3 6 
Categories: Professional 
1. Medical (physician) 
2. Legal (attorney, judge) 
3. Ministry (minister, priest, church executive) 
4. Education (professor, administrator) 
Business 
5. Business/corporate executive 
6. Investment/finance and banking 
7. Self employed--business 
8. Middle management/sales-business 
Other 
9. Housewife 
10. Retired 
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were from the professional community. However, a careful review of the 
data in Table XVII indicated that the Liberal Arts Colleges Type I had a 
greater number of chairpersons from the business/corporate/finance 
sector, i.e., 49 percent compared to 34 percent for Type II College 
board chairpersons. 
The Type II Liberal Arts College board chairpersons had a larger 
number from the professional sector (60 percent), as compared to 39 per-
cent for Type I College board chairpersons. From a purely numerical 
perspective, or median statistic, Liberal Arts Colleges Type I had more 
corporate/business executives as board chairpersons than any other single 
category; whereas, Liberal Arts Colleges Type II had more individuals 
from the ministry or religious professions. 
Table XVIII recorded the responses to the question, '.'How many years 
have you served in your present position and in higher education in 
total?" In response to this question, all but three respondents 
responded to the first portion of the question relating to the number of 
years in their respective positions, i.e., president and board chair-
person. There was some confusion on the second half of the question, 
particularly on the part of the presidents where they were asked to 
separate years in teaching from administration. Hence, for the purposes 
of this study, the two were combined in a category entitled total years 
in higher education. Only five respondents failed to answer this second 
part relative to total years in higher education or on the board. 
After careful review of the data from the matched and unmatched 
respondents, it was decided to combine mean scores for the data from 
each group into a weighted mean. 1 The only comment warranted seemed to 
be that with both Liberal Arts Colleges Type I and Type II, the mean 
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tenure of the present president was 7.3 years, with a mean tenure of 
service in higher education of 14.05 years. It appeared that the mean 
tenure for Type I College board chairpersons was 4.1 years, with 11.5 
years of total board service. With Type II College board chairpersons, 
there was a mean tenure of 5.4 years, with 10.6 years total board serv-
ice. 
TABLE XVIII 
TOTAL YEARS IN PRESENT POSITION AND IN HIGHER 
EDUCATION OF RESPONDENTS 
Board 
Presidents~~ ChairEersons** 
Years I II I II 
1-5 33/6 30/6 42/6 30/8 
6-10 21/8 17/16 13/21 11/19 
11-15 6/7 4/17 1/14 3/12 
16-20 7/13 4/6 0/11 0/3 
21-25 2/9 4/7 0/3 1/2 
Over 25 0/6 1/6 0/1 0/1 
TOTAL n 69 60 56 45 
Weighted Mean 7.0/14.2 7.6/13.9 4.1/11.5 5.4/10.6 
*Years as president/years in higher education. 
**Years as chairperson/years on board. 
Comparing these data to the most exhaustive study on the American 
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college president, Leadership and Ambiguity, a Carnegie Commission 
general report, it was interesting to note that Cohen and March, in this 
study, found that in 1970 the completed average tenure for presidents 
z· 
was 7.2 years. This paralleled the findings of this investigator's 
study. 
The number of presidencies-held data was inconclusive and of no 
value to this study; hence, it was not reported herein. 
Sixty percent of the respondents from Liberal Arts Colleges Type I 
indicated they would be interested in participating in an expanded phase 
of research related to this study and its particular focus (Table XIX). 
Seventy-one percent of the Liberal Arts Colleges Type II participants 
indicated the same willingness. This investigator found this data 
important in view of the very heavy schedules of the particip~nts. It 
appears from this that leadership and management data and recommenda-
tions specifically oriented to the Liberal Arts Colleges were needed and 
sought. 
Appendix J includes an alphabetical listing of all participating 
institutions from which data was received by the established deadline. 
This investigator, in consultation with his thesis chairperson, felt it 
appropriate to briefly present the·number of institutions by regional 
accreditation areas (Table XX). 
Forty states and territories were represented in this study. The 
majority of the institutions in this study, randomly selected, were from 
the North Central Accreditation Association; 53 institutions represent-
ing 36 percent of the total sample. 
TABLE XIX 
WILLINGNESS OF RESPONDENTS TO PARTICIPATE IN 
FURTHER RESEARCH 
Yes No 
Liberal Arts Colleges Type I 
Presidents 39 30 
Board Chairpersons 36 21 
Percentage 60 40 
Liberal Arts Colleges Type II 
Presidents 38 18 
Board Chairpersons 34 11 
Percentage 71 29 
71 
Total 
69 
57 
56 
45 
TABLE XX 
NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS BY STATE AND 
REGIONAL ACCREDITATION ASSOCIATION 
Regional Accreditation 
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No. of 
Association State Institutions 
1. New England Connecticut 5 
Maine 4 
Massachusetts 6 
Rhode Island 1 
Vermont 5 
21 (14%) 
2. Middle States District of Columbia 1 
Maryland 6 
New Jersey 2 
New York 12 
Pennsylvania 16 
Puerto Rico 1 
38 (26%) 
3. North Central Arkansas 1 
Colorado 2 
Illinois 8 
Indiana 7 
Iowa 5 
Kansas 2 
Michigan 5 
Minnesota 5 
Missouri 2 
Nebraska 2 
Ohio 10 
South Dakota 1 
West Virginia 2 
Wisconsin 3 
~3 (36%) 
4. Northwest Montana 1 
Oregon 3 
Washington 2 
6 (4%) 
5. Southern Alabama 1 
Florida 1 
Georgia 3 
Kentucky 4 
Mississippi 1 
North Carolina 4 
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TABLE XX (Continued) 
No. of Regional Accreditation 
Association State Institutions 
5. Southern (Continued) South Carolina 2 
Tennessee 2 
Texas 1 
Virginia 5 
24- (16%) 
6. Western California 6 
Hawaii 1 
7 (4%) 
Analysis of the Open-Ended Question 
In this section, Question C, the open-ended optional question, was 
recorded and analyzed. This question was, "In your view, what are the 
two or three major challenges that face the leadership of your college in 
the next five years? Are these challenges applicable to liberal arts 
colleges in general? Yes No II 
Individual re~ponses received to this question numbered 424 from the 
total 233 respondents included in this study. There was no evidence or 
indication that any particular group responded in greater numbers, and 
approximately one-fourth chose not to respond at all. 
Each answer-or challenge facing liberal arts colleges set forth by 
the respondents was read and, as a result of the initial screening, 10 
broad categories for the responses were developed: 
1. Financial stability, 
2. Enrollment--recruitment and retention, 
3. Curriculum, 
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4. Academic excellence, 
5. Quality of faculty, 
6. Effective leadership/management, 
7. Institutional autonomy, 
8. Quality of student, 
9. Physical facilities, 
10. Others. 
A narrative summary of the connnents and relative importance by each area 
as posed by the participants was presented, followed by four graphic 
presentations (Figures 2 through 5), depicting the responses of the 
presidents and board chairpersons by Liberal Arts College Type I and 
Type II, respectively. 
The first, and most often referenced, category of challenges 
focused on the general area of future financial stability. In partic-
ular, presidents and board chairpersons were most concerned with: fund 
raising to meet operational costs; the development of appropriate endovl-
ment to sustain long term operation and expansion; the fact that fiscal 
constraints imposed upon the institution directly and indirectly affect 
the quality and scope of the academic program; the financial impact of 
the present tenure system; and the need for new and broader based sources 
of financing in view of the growing gap in tuition charges between the 
private and public sectors. In addition, concern was also expressed for: 
increased alumni involvement in fund raising; improved methods and 
emphasis on financial planning, budgeting, and management; new models of 
stewardship for governing board members; immediate planning for financial 
retrenchment; a re-examination of the goals and objectives of the insti-
tution in light of anticipated financial difficulty, i.e., an examination 
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Responses = 140; Respondents = 49. 
Figure 2. Major Challenges Facing Liberal Arts Colleges as Perceived 
by Presidents, Liberal Arts Type I Colleges 
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Figure 3. Major Challenges Facing Liberal Arts Colleges as Perceived· 
by Board Chairpersons, Liberal Arts Type I Colleges 
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Figure 4. Major Challenges Facing Liberal Arts Colleges as Perceived 
by Presidents, Liberal Arts Type II Colleges 
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Figure 5. Major Challenges Facing Liberal Arts Colleges as Perceived 
by Board Chairpersons, Liberal Arts Type II Colleges 
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of the relationship between programs and resources; and finally, the 
growing national inflationary trend. 
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Category two, and second in the priority of challenges mentioned by 
the respondents, was the area of enrollment, specifically the recruitment 
and retention of students. The challenges to leadership included: 
decisions relative to the economy of size, that is, the optimum level of 
student enrollment in view of all other related variables; the dilemma 
of extensive competition with the public sector of higher education for 
students, particularly in view of the declining number of 18-21 year 
olds available; the need for retention of students, thereby reducing the 
pressure for increased numbers of newly recruited students each year; 
more attention to personal counseling and placement services, coeduca-
tional decisions; consideration of realistic tuition increases; the need 
for continued federal and state support in the form of scholarships, 
loans, and tax incentives; greater institutional commitment to goals; and 
greater attention to national visibility for the institution. 
The third category, and clearly the third in importance to the 
respondents in this study, was in the area of curriculum. The presidents 
·and board chairpersons expressed a range of challenges which centered 
around curriculum review, relevance, and validity. There was a call for 
a re-emphasis on the liberal arts, their value, importance, and their 
relationship to career oriented programs. Many respondents suggested 
that vocational and career orientation of curriculum must be faced in 
view of shrinking enrollment and fiscal constraints. Others suggested 
that, as a prerequisite to any other challenges, the purposes of the 
institutions must be reviewed. There was a small but strong challenge 
expressed that the curriculum must prepare students for the world 
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outside the campus, ranging from continuing education emphasis to the 
world of 2000. In summary, these respondents suggested the major chal-
lenge was the reconciliation of the liberal arts and career preparation 
on a vital basis with clearly stated purposes and realistic for the 
future. This was absolutely essential for educational survival in the 
view of most respondents. 
Category four dropped considerably in terms of response emphasis, 
as did the remaining categories. Academic excellence, category four, 
generally included challenges such as: the development of distinctive 
academic programs; the development of a renewed sense of innovation; the 
encouragement of improved teaching; the preparation of methods and think-
ing to accommodate an increased student-faculty ratio. There was con-
siderable feeling expressed that academic distinctiveness and academic 
excellence were absolutely essential to offset the dismal enrollment 
future for small independent liberal arts colleges. 
Category five, quality of faculty, was difficult to separate from 
category four, academic excellence. However, a sufficient number of 
respondents made specific reference to this area that it was included 
as a single item. The two challenges mentioned most frequently included: 
an improved capability for dealing with faculty negotiations in terms of 
tenure, salaries, and other benefits; and a much improved faculty devel-
opment program to create ultimately a "self energizing" faculty, with 
renewed commitment to excellence, better morale, and greater efficiency 
and effectiveness. 
Category six, effective leadership and mana~ement, was not mentioned 
with great frequency; however, it was forcefully suggested by those 
respondents who saw it as the major challenge of the future. It must be 
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pointed out that the need for new and improved management was frequently 
implied with respect to many other challenges cited by the respondents. 
The specific references for this category included: the need to attract 
nationally respected or more experienced leaders; the need for better 
decision makers, men and women with bette:r management and budgeting 
skills who had not 11become servant to them 11 as one respondent so aptly 
stated; the need for leadership to engage in more effective long range 
planning; the need for leadership better able to articulate and coor-
dinate with local communities and the many constituencies in all 
respects; the need for leadership which would set the character and tone 
for the institution, intellectual and human in dimension; the need for 
stronger, more communicative leadership to avoid collective bargaining 
and the many potentially litigious situations; and finally, the need for 
board members to be more carefully selected and trained for their role 
as policy makers. 
Category seven was the challenge to maintain institutional_ autonomy 
in an age of growing external involvement in the life of the independent 
liberal arts college. The most often mentioned challenge was the ability 
to cope with and evaluate the growing federal and state regulations 
impinging on the private sector of higher education. 
Category eight dealt with the challenge of attracting superior stu-
dents; that is, students who were properly motivated, possessed the 
requisite abilities to succeed, and had the moral and ethical standards 
assumed of educated persons. The great concern of the respondents to 
this challenge was that institutions faced consideration of lowering 
admission standards. 
Category nine, physical facilities, could have been grouped with 
category one, financial stability. However, a few respondents urged 
that a serious challenge to private higher education 1:vould be one of 
developing plans for the best use of existing facilities and adequate 
formulas for predicting the need for new or expanded facilities. 
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Category 10 included challenges mentioned by only a few respondents. 
The one most often mentioned was the need to protect and encourage the 
comrnitment to Christian liberal arts education. Another challenge men-
tioned was the need for men's and women's colleges to re-evaluate their 
present situations and consider coeducational status. 
In addition, it should be reported herein that 137 respondents 
indicated they felt the challenges listed in answer to Question C were 
applicable to liberal arts colleges in general. Five did not feel this 
to be true and these five were from strong church related institutions. 
Considering that this question was optional and time consuming, it 
was interesting to note the number of responses received. It should be 
pointed out that most of the specific responses were thoughtful, in-
sightful, and interestingly thorough. 
Additional Findings 
The basic purpose of the study was to compare perceived management 
styles and systems between two liberal arts college populations, one 
population being set apart as academically distinctive by a particular 
criterion. The comparisons, as set forth in the four hypotheses, have 
been made and appropriately analyzed in the beginning sections of this 
chapter. However, this investigator felt three additional comparisons 
could be made which related to the general purpose of this study rather 
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than to the specific purpose. The general purpose is restated in part 
herein, "to select one limited area of management and examine this within 
the specific. context of the liberal arts college in an attempt to extend 
the body of knowledge available." 
This study utilized a Rensis Likert "Profile of Organizational 
Characteristics" as the principal instrument to determine management 
3 
congruence rather than preferred management systems. It seemed reason-
able, however, that the basic Likert Management Systems should be briefly 
mentioned and comparisons made with responses received in this study. 
This provided yet another insight into the management or leadership of 
the two types of liberal arts colleges used in this study. 
Rensis Likert, in The Human Organization: Its Management and Value, 
as well as his many other works in conjunction with the Institute for 
Social Research at the University of Michigan~ offered four basic systems 
4 
of organization or management. 
1 
Exploitive 
Authoritative 
1 2 
2 
Benevolent 
Authoritative 
3 4 
3 4 
Consultative Participative 
5 6 7 8 
The eight-point response scale used in the research instrument for 
this study closely approximated the above systems as indicated. A more 
detailed description of his four organizational or management systems 
was included herein, quoted directly from Hershey and Blanchard's Man-
agement for Organizational Behavior. 
System 1--Manag2ment is seen as having no confidence or trust 
in subordinates, since they are seldom involved in any aspect 
of the decision-making process. The bulk of the decisions 
and the goal setting of the organization are made at the top 
and issued down the chain of command. Subordinates are forced 
to work with fear, threats, punishment, and occasional rewards 
and need satisfaction at the physiological and safety levels. 
The little superior-subordinate interaction that does take 
place is usually with fear and mistrust. While the control 
process is highly concentrated in top management, an informal 
organization generally develops which opposes the goals of 
the formal organization. 
Szstem 2--Management is seen as having condescending con-
fidence and trust in subordinates, such as master has toward 
servant. While the bulk of the decisions and goal setting of 
the organization are made at the top, many decisions are made 
within a prescribed framework at lower levels. Rewards and 
some actual or potential punishment are used to activate 
workers. Any superior-subordinate interaction takes place 
with some condescension by superiors and fear and caution by 
subordinates. While the control process is still concentrated 
in top management, some is delegated to middle and lower 
levels. An informal organization usually develops, but it 
does not ahvays resist formal organizational goals. 
System 3--Management is seen as having substantial but not 
complete confidence and trust in subordinates. While broad 
policy and general decisions are kept at the top, subordinates 
are permitted to make more specific decisions at lower levels. 
Communication flows both up and down the hierarchy. Rewards, 
occasional punishment, and some involvement are used to 
motivate workers. There is a moderate amount of superior-
subordinate interaction, often with a fair amount of con- . 
fidence and trust. Significant aspects of the control process 
are delegated dowmvard with a feeling of responsibility at 
both higher and lower levels. An informal organization may 
develop, but it may either support or partially resist goals 
of the organization. 
System 4--Management is seen as having complete confidence and 
trust in subordinates. Decision making is widely dispersed 
throughout the organization, although well integrated. Com-
munication flows not only up and down the hierarchy but among 
peers. Workers are motivated by participation and involvement 
in developing economic rewards, setting goals; improving 
methods, and appraising progress toward goals. There is ex-
tensive, friendly superior-subordinate interaction with a high 
degree of confidence and trust. There is widespread responsi-
bility for the control process, with the lower units fully 
involved. The informal and formal organizations are often one 
and the same. Thus, all social forces support efforts to 
achieve stated organizational goals.S 
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Figure 6 was developed to permit the reader to compare all respond-
dents' mean sco.res, matched and unmatched, for each question on the basic 
research instrument with Likert's four systems of organization. 
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As this investigator reviewed the data summarized in Figure 6, it 
seemed that the. responses received from the participants in this study 
are on the upper side of Likert's organization System 3 (consultative), 
with Liberal Arts Colleges Type II just slightly lower in most cat-
egories. The most interesting result seemed to be the general pattern 
of consistency between the respondents of Liberal Arts Type I and Type 
II College participants. 
On the more positive portion of the continuum in accordance with 
Likert's systems, the responses falling within System 4 (participative) 
were in the interaction/influence section dealing with the respondents' 
sense of fiscal and academic responsibility for the college, the open, 
candid relationship between the president and board chairperson, and 
lastly, their satisfaction relative to their respective roles with the 
college. 
On the less positive end of the Likert continuum, that is within 
the range of System 2 (benevolent authoritative), responses were 
recorded for the questions relating to the levels at which fiscal 
responsibility was felt and the extent formal management systems were 
used. The level for fiscal responsibility seemed to be felt at top and 
middle management only, and there was a clear indication that formal 
management systems were not being utilized to a large extent. 
A review of the data presented in Figures 7 and 8 indicated that 
Type I and Type II College presidents' mean responses compared with 
Likert's management systems in much the same manner as did the compar-
isons of responses of all Type I College participants with Type II 
College participants (Figure 6). That is, most responses were within 
the Likert category 3, described as consultative. This was also the 
1 3 4 
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case when the Type I and Type II College board chairpersons' mean 
responses were analyzed. 
Rather than presenting the general congruence found in most 
instances, this researcher felt a content analysis within the major 
organizational categories was warranted. 
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The mean response comparisons of Type I and Type II College pres-
idents revealed that in most categories, Liberal Arts Type II presidents 
were slightly lower on the Likert continuum. It was interesting to note 
that Liberal Arts Type I presidents indicated more confidence and will-
ingness to seek and use faculty input than their Type II counterparts. 
In the area of motivation, there appeared to be a wider involvement felt 
for achieving acad£mic excellence and fiscal stability within the Type I 
institutions according to the presidents, though clearly fiscal stability 
was significantly below academic excellence in terms of priorities. In 
the area of communication, Type I College presidents perceived a better 
understanding of faculty problems through communication than their Type 
II counterparts. However, the Type II College presidents perceived a 
slightly more open flow of information between faculty and administra-
tion. 
Involvement in decision making was perceived to involve faculty to 
a greater extent within Type I institutions. It was interesting to note 
that Type II College presidents perceived that faculty had more involve-
ment in goal setting than Type I presidents, though the data suggested 
the Type II faculty were not as active in achieving these goals as the 
Type I faculty. The use of evaluation data was perceived by the pres-
idents of both Type I and Type II institutions as being moderately 
delegated and mostly for granting salary, tenure, promotion, and some 
self evaluation. 
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Type I, as compared to Type II, presidents perceived more interac-
tion between themselves and their board chairpersons. The presidents 
of Type I and Type II institutions both felt conflict resolution 
generally involved all parties affected. 
The presidents of Type I Colleges viewed their governing boards as 
more competent in the area of policy making than their Type II counter-
parts. The perceived institutional base for achieving fiscal stability 
was greater within Type I institutions, yet by a slight margin, Type II 
presidents perceived more personal responsibility for achieving financial 
stability than the Type I presidents. 
It is interesting to note that Type I and Type II presidents were 
very satisfied with their work and felt their respective institutions 
had fairly well defined goals. The data also suggested that, compared 
to Type I Colleges, the Type II presidents felt less use was being made 
of formal management systems. 
The comparisons between the mean scores of the Type I and Type II 
board chairpersons within the Likert organizational categories revealed 
strong congruence, yet the following trends were apparent. 
Type II board chairpersons felt the administration showed more 
confidence in the faculty, but that the faculty members' ideas were not 
used to the same extent as perceived by their Type I counterparts. Type 
I and Type II college board chairpersons felt the base for achieving 
academic excellence was fairly widespread within their respective insti-
tutions. However, all board chairpersons perceived, as did all the 
presidents, that the institutional base for achieving fiscal respon-
sibility was less than for achieving academic excellence. 
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There was little notable difference in the perceptions of the Type 
I and Type II board chairpersons relative to the extent of accuracy and 
direction of information, and that communication \vas generally accept-
able. 
In the area of decision making and goal setting, the Type I board 
chairpersons perceived more faculty involvement. It was particularly 
interesting to note that the Type II board chairpersons felt that eval-
uative data was used more positively than in the case of their Type I 
counterparts. 
The Type II board chairpersons, in the area of interaction, felt 
that there was more individual involvement in conflict resolution than 
as perceived by Type I board chairpersons. 
An additional finding derived from this analysis was the fact that 
the board chairpersons of Type I and Type II Colleges felt their boards 
were only "somewhat" competent in the field of education, yet were 
"quite" competent as policy makers. 
To a lesser extent, the board chairpersons for Type II Colleges 
felt responsibility for achieving educational excellence and fiscal 
stability. All board chairpersons reported satisfaction with their work. 
Type II board chairpersons felt the use of formal management systems 
was less evident though C!-11 board chairpersons recorded "some" use of 
formal management systems in their respective institutions. 
FOOTNOTES 
1George Ferguson, Statistical Analysis for Psychology and Education 
(2nd ed., New York, 1977), p. 48. 
2Michael D. Cohen and James G. March, Leadership and Ambiguity: 
the American College President (New York, 1974), p. 159. 
3Rensis Likert, The Human Organization: Its Management and Value 
(New York, 1967), p. 12. 
4rbid., pp. 13-25. 
5 Paul Hershey and Kenneth 11. Blanchard, Management of Organizational 
Behavior (2nd ed., Englewood Cliffs, 1972), pp. 61-62. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 
Introduction 
The general purpose of this study was to examine a particular area 
of management in relation to the small, independent liberal arts college 
in the United States. The specific purpose was to determine the extent 
of congruence, i.e., consistency of internal management style, was re-
lated to academic distinctiveness. The two college populations used to 
conduct this study were taken from the classification of Liberal Arts 
Colleges Type I and Type II as defined in the Carnegie Commission Report, 
A Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. 
A management oriented instrument was used to elicit perceptions 
from presidents and board chairpersons about their institutions' manage-
ment styles and systems. Appropriate comparisons were then made between 
the Type I and Type II institutions where responses were received from 
both the president and board chairperson. It was assumed that the study 
would indicate a greater degree of internal congruence of management 
style in the more distinctive institutions, namely Liberal Arts Colleges 
Type I. In addition to the primary purpose or focus of this study, other 
useful data were sought concerning the special challenges facing the 
private liberal arts sector of higher education as well as perceived 
strengths and weaknesses. Also, an implicit part of this study was to 
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confirm or reject some of the commonly held assumptions about the leader-
ship and management of private liberal arts colleges. 
The preceding chapters described the nature of the study in greater 
detail, noted its importance, pointed out the pertinent literature, out-
lined the method of investigation, detailed the research instrument, and 
presented the findings resulting from the testing of the four hypotheses. 
This chapter briefly and concisely summaized the findings, suggested 
the implications to higher education, and included specific recommenda-
tions for further study. 
Summary of the Findings 
Four hypotheses were tested for significance at the .10 level to 
determine the extent of management congruence between the two groups of 
liberal arts colleges isolated for this study, with one group being 
designated as academically distinctive for the purposes of this testing. 
Hypothesis I 
Hypothesis I stated that there were no significant differences 
between the perceptions of the presidents and board chairpersons relative 
to the management style or system used in Liberal Arts Colleges Type I. 
This hypothesis was not rejected; hence, it may be concluded that 
there was relative internal congruence or consistency in the management 
system or style used in Liberal Arts Colleges Type I as perceived by 
presidents and board chairpersons. This consistency was particularly 
evident in the areas of communication, decision making, goal setting, 
and evaluation. 
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There were four notable exceptions at a significant level. The 
first was in one area of leadership where it was evident that the pres-
idents felt more strongly than did the board chairpersons that faculty 
members' ideas were sought and used within the institution. The second 
exception was in one area of motivation where it was apparent that Type 
I presidents, more so than board chairpersons, felt the institution 
withheld tenure, promotion, and salary as part of the motivational 
processes. The third and most significant exception was in the area of 
interaction/influence where, clearly, the presidents felt·a significantly 
greater responsibility for achieving academic excellence. The last area 
of notable exception was that board chairpersons, in general, were not 
finding as much satisfaction in their connection or role with the col-
leges as were the presidents. 
Hypothesis II 
Hypothesis II stated that there were no significant differences 
between the perceptions of the presidents and board chairpersons relative 
to the management system or style used in Liberal Arts Colleges Type II. 
This hypothesis was not significantly rejected either; hence, it 
must be concluded that there was general internal consistency in the 
management styles used in Type II Colleges as perceived by the aforemen-
tioned respondents. 
There were, as with Hypothesis I, some exceptions where significant 
differences were noted, all in the area of institutional component inter-
action. The two most noteworthy findings suggested the presidents of 
Type II Colleges felt a greater sense of responsibility for achieving 
educational excellence as well as fiscal stability than did the board 
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chairpersons. W1tereas, in Liberal Arts Colleges Type I, the presidents 
showed a greater disposition toward achieving educational excellence, 
there was no significant difference between the presidents and board 
chairpersons in their sense of responsibility toward fiscal stability. 
Another noteworthy finding with Type II Colleges was that the board 
chairpersons felt that formal management systems were being utilized to 
a much greater degree than the presidents indicated. 
Hypothesis III 
Hypothesis III stated that there was no significant difference 
between the perceptions of the presidents of Liberal Arts Colleges Type I 
and Type II relative to management systems or styles used in their insti-
tutions. 
Once again, this null hypothesis was not rejected, and one must 
assume that there was general management style agreement between Type I 
and Type II Liberal Arts Colleges as perceived by the presidents. Only 
in the general areas of motivation, communication, and evaluation, were 
exceptions noted at a significant level. In the area of motivation, the 
presidents of Type I institutions perceived that a significantly stronger 
sense of responsibility for achieving academic excellence prevailed at 
more levels within the institutions than their Type II counterparts. In 
communication, the presidents of Type II Colleges seemed more sure of 
the acceptance of do,¥nward communication, administration to faculty. The 
area of control or the use of evaluation data, though less conclusive 
than the previous two items, suggested that the presidents of Type II 
institutions. had a more consistent view of how to use evaluative data 
than their Type I counterparts. 
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Hypothesis IV 
Hypothesis IV stated that there was no significant difference 
between the perceptions of the board chairpersons of Liberal Arts 
Colleges Type I and Type II relative to the management systems or styles 
used in their respective institutions. 
As with the three previous hypotheses, this null hypothesis was not 
significantly rejected. Two areas, however, indicated significant dif-
ferences. In the area of motivation, as with the presidents of Type I 
institutions, the board chairpersons of Type I Colleges felt there were 
more institutional component levels involved in achieving academic 
excellence than did the board chairpersons of Type II institutions. 
There was also a significant difference in the extent Type I College 
board chairpersons felt responsible for educational excellence as com-
pared to their Type II counterparts. 
Table XIII provided an overview of all questions where statistical 
significance was found in the testing of any one of the four hypotheses. 
Worthy of special note were the responses to Question 2la in the broad 
area of interaction which asked the extent the participants felt respon-
sible for achieving educational excellence. In response to this, the 
presidents of both Type I and Type II institutions f~lt a significantly 
greater sense of responsibility for achieving academic excellence than 
their board chairperson counterparts. In addition, Type I board chair-
persons indicated a greater sense of responsibility for achieving 
academic excellence than Type II board chairpersons. 
Interesting results were found in this overview in response to a 
similar question in the general area of motivation--Question Sa, which 
asked at what levels responsibility for achieving academic excellence 
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were felt. The presidents and board chairpersons from matched Type I 
Colleges both indicated that responsibility for achieving academic excel-
lence was perceived to be felt at more levels than reported by their 
Type II counterparts. 
Demographics 
To summarize the demographic data received, it may be stated that 
84 percent of all respondents were male, 16 percent female, with an eight 
percent greater number of female respondents from Liberal Arts Colleges 
Type I. This eight percent margin of more women was consistent within 
the two respondent groups--presidents and board chairpersons. 
For Liberal Arts Colleges Type I, the mean age was 48.8 and 54.5 
respectively for presidents and board ~chairpersons. For Liberal Arts 
Colleges Type II, the mean age was 48.0 and 52.0 years respectively. 
There was little difference in the ages of the respondents from Type I 
and Type II Colleges. Interestingly, only 10 individuals of the 233 
respondents were under 40 years of age. 
In summary, it seemed that there were a greater number of board 
chairpersons in Liberal Arts Colleges Type I from the corporate/business/ 
banking sector of society; whereas, with Type II Colleges, a greater 
number were from the professional community. There was little appre-
ciable difference in the educational spread of the board chairpersons 
from either Type I or Type II institutions. Eighty-one percent held a 
bachelors degree. Little distinguishable difference appeared relative 
to the educational levels of presidents of Type I and Type II institu-
tions with 74 percent holding earned doctorates and 93 percent with at 
least a bachelors degree. 
102 
With all the respondents included, matched pairs and unmatched 
responses, the weighted mean number of years in office for Type I and 
Type II presidents was 7.0 and 7.6 years, respectively--very consistent 
with national norms. For the board chairpersons of Type I and Type II 
institutions, the weighted mean number of years as chairperson was 4.1 
and 5.4, respectively. 
Most presidents had been in higher education for a mean of 14 years 
and board chairpersons had served on the board for a mean of four years. 
Relative to respondent willingness to participate in expanded 
research of the type indicated in this study, 60 percent of the Type I 
College respondents and 71 percent of the Type II College respondents 
indicated they would be willing. 
A state-by-state review of the participating institutions, rando~ly 
selected, listed in accordance with the six regional accreditation areas, 
found 14 percent from the New England Association, 26 percent from the 
Middle States Association, 36 percent from the North Central Association, 
16 percent from the Southern Association, and 4 percent from the Western 
Association. 
O~en-Ended Question 
Part IV of Chapter IV presented a detailed analysis of the major 
challenges the respective presidents and board chairpersons felt faced 
small private liberal arts colleges in the next five years. In brief, 
fiscal and financial stability was clearly the most serious major concern 
or challenge facing the respondents. This included such areas as in-
creased endowment and operating money, decisions relative to programs 
versus financial outlay, the country's creeping inflation, and 
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institutional past experience with limited future prospects and sources 
for additional resources. Next, in rank order, were the challenges of 
developing new plans and programs for the recruitment and retention of 
students in a predicted reduced student market. Third was the challenge 
of developing curricular patterns based on stated goals that would meet 
student needs and yet maintain the necessary balance between the liberal 
arts traditions and occupation preparation. The remaining challenges 
decreased in intensity after these three, but included the following: 
a greater commitment to academic excellence, greater attention to faculty 
development and improved teaching, the need for improved leadership and 
management for liberal arts colleges, the desire to maintain autonomy in 
view of increasing federal and state involvement, a desire to attract the 
most motivated, talented students, the best use of and planning for 
existing and new facilities, and some concern for the need to maintain 
the Christian commitment that so many of the nation's small private 
liberal arts colleges were founded upon. 
One president, who must remain anonymous, best summarized the 
responses to this open-ended question: 
.•• the challenges include: (1) academic self definition 
and the institution and enforcement of relevant quality con-
trols and standards of excellence; (2) increased visibility 
entailing a greater investment in student scholarships, 
vigorous and sustained set of interchanges with the world 
outside campus; (3) shift in fiscal base with greater atten-
tion to the relationship between programs and production of 
revenues. 
Additional Findings 
As the study progressed, it became apparent that the profile of 
responses from the modified Likert management research instrument indi-
cated that on Likert's continuum of management styles (rank ordered 
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1 through 4), the liberal arts college leadership in this study was most 
closely identified with the upper end of his System 3 which is a "con-
sultative" approach as opposed to his most desirable "participatory" 
system of management, System 4. 
These additional findings, coupled with the findings and analyses 
that preceded this final Bummary, suggested that there was a clear 
pattern of internal management consistency within Type I and Type II 
Liberal Arts Colleges as perceived by their presidents and board chair-
persons. It may be further stated that when viewed against Likert's 
management system orientations, Type I and Type II Colleges were substan-
tially similar as perceived by their respective presidents and board 
chairpersons. Most responses were recorded in the upper end of Likert's 
System 3, which he termed "consultative." This suggested that the col-
lege administrations had substantial confidence in faculty and board 
policy and decision making was kept at the administration level while 
permitting some specific adademic decisions to be made at the faculty/ 
department levels. 
Implications 
In view of the findings of this study, it must be acknowledged that 
the inability to conclusively reject the four stated hypotheses leads 
this investigator to conclude that with the use of the selected and 
modified research instrument, the stated research methodology, and the 
selected population samples, there were consistent internal management 
systems and/or styles within both Liberal Arts Colleges Type I and Type 
II, as perceived by their presidents and board chairpersons. Hence, 
this investigator was unable to state (with any data verification) that 
there was a greater extent of perceived management congruence in the 
more distinctive liberal arts colleges~ as defined in this study. 
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This study also clearly suggested that the generally held perception 
that the less distinctive liberal arts colleges have less effective 
leadership, weaker commitments, and less understanding of the reality of 
the future of private liberal arts higher education was not borne out by 
the results of this study. However, the study did clearly point out that 
the presidents and board chairpersons of Type I institutions felt a 
greater sense of responsibility for the academic and educational excel-
lence of their institutions (Table XIII, Figures 2 through 5). 
In view of impending financial difficulty, this study seemed to 
indicate some need for improved management techniques and tools and 
further suggested that the governing board and the administrative leader-
ship of the colleges broaden their conceptual understanding of the 
inseparability of academic excellence and distinctiveness and fiscal 
responsibility and stability. 
It was clear from this study that many variables affect distinctive-
ness and most had financial implications. It was also clear that the 
leadership of the Liberal Arts Colleges were aware of and in general 
agreement as to the major challenges that face their institutions as they 
approached the 1980's in higher education. 
Although there was only a slight distinction in the findings of this 
study between Liberal Arts Colleges Type I and II, there was some general 
evidence of weaker governing board interest in the Liberal Arts College 
Type II sector. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 
This investigator accepted the findings of the study based upon the 
approach to the problem, methodology employed, and general familiarity 
with the data. However, this investigator would suggest a slightly 
modified approach be employed to further substantiate the findings of 
this study. 
It is, therefore, recommended that an additional study be undertaken 
utilizing a smaller segment of the sample used in this study, but using 
Rensis Likert's recently developed "Management Profiles for Universities" 
referred to in Chapter III. The instrument should be administered to 
eight or nine levels within the selected institutions: vice presidents, 
deans, department heads, faculty, staff, and students; thus, permitting 
a greater opportunity to test for internal management congruence than 
this study allowed. 
This investigator continues to feel additional research is needed 
within the liberal arts sector of higher education to determine how 
leadership and management are related to distinctiveness and survival. 
More specifically, with the importance of liberal arts colleges 
established, there is new emphasis on effective leadership and efficient 
management. In view of the fact that some literature outlined in this 
study suggested internal congruence in management style is somehow 
related to effectiveness, further study is warranted~ This study viewed 
only two populations of liberal arts colleges to determine if the more 
distinctive population, Liberal Arts Colleges Type I, had· a greater de-
gree of internal management consistency. No conclusive empirical evi-
dence was found supporting the above. However, it must also be pointed 
out that the two populations were very similar. Therefore, it is 
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recommended that other studies be initiated in other areas of higher 
education to study the relationship of management system congruence to 
leadership effectiveness. This investigator feels reasonably certain 
this relatively new concept is worth exploring and may indeed add 
important data to the growing body of knowledge related to higher 
education in America. 
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How lftVCh tnt~r~ctton h thH~ Very 11 ttle s..,. Quite a bt t 
be twe~n the c na i rreorson or the 0 ® 0 0 ® CD tond and th~ prtsfdent? 
lla~ orten d<' th~ ch.1lrptorson Rlrely S~tfiTleS Orton 
of the ho1rd lnd the president 0 0 CD 0 G) G) share fdenl 
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Al100H a1wtys 
•ccllnte 
G) ® 
Very well 
0 ® 
Widespre!d 
dethion rr.ak1ng, 
w~ll-cc;o,·d ina t~d 
(faculty and 
admfni!.tratfon) 
0 ® 
Fully 
tnvolnd 
0 ® 
Generally 
by ;roup 
discussion 
0 ® 
A yery 
gr~at de-11 
0 ® 
Widely shared 
0 ® 
C'rant1ng STP, 
group guidance. 
prt"blt:m sohtng 
0 ® 
Resolv~ by all 
those dfected 
0 ® 
A vtt-1 
gr~H de.tl 
0 ® 
Vny often 
0 0 
20. llow competent is the ~o~rd liS 
a liholt: 
~~ as~ policy making body, 
b) in the field of education 
21. To what O<tent do you feel 
responsible for seeing that 
the following are achieved 
In your college or university: 
a) educational excellence. 
b) fiscal stability 
22. To what exter.t fs the co"'""ni-
cation Ci!!ndid and open betwll!!ll!!n 
· the chairperson of the board 
· and the prnldentl 
23. flow satisfying I! your work 
tilth the college? 
Not competent 
0 
0 
Very little 
G) 0 
0 0 
Very little 
0 0 
Not 
satisfying 
0 0 
Somewhat 
c01r.petent 
0· 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Some 
Somo 
Somewhat 
0 
0 
0 
satisfying 
0 0 
Quito 
comp~te-nt 
0 
0 
Consider~ble 
® ® 
0 ® 
Considerable 
0 0 
Quite 
sathfylng 
® 0 
V~ry 
competent 
0 
0 
® 
® 
Very great 
0 ® 
0 ® 
Very great 
0 0 
Very 
utisfyfng 
0 ® 
Copyrlght@1976 by Jano Gibson Likert and Pensls Likert. Distributed by R•nsls llkert Associates, Inc. 
All rights resf!rve<'. No further r!productfon in l:ny fonn authorized without written pennisslon of Rensis 
ltkort Associ at-., Inc. • 
Hodlfled with ~ermlsslon of authors, 13 April 1977 (SOD copies). 
A. To what extent are formal 
Jlanagerr.ent systems ~efng A •ery 
utilized in ytlur col111ge? Very little s"""' Considerable grut deal (Example: flanalement ·by (i) 0 0 0 ® ® <D ® Objectives; HBO 
Cleirly 
a. ~"" wel I are th; goals and Not 1t 1ll Limitedly F1lrly well and saliently 
objectives for your college 
defined? CD 0· 0 0 0 0 0 ® 
C. (Optionll): 
Jn your view. what ar~ the two or thre! major challeng!s that fac!! the ltadershfp of your colhr:re in thl! neT.t ftve-
years? (Use rover!e side.) Are these challenges applicable to liberal arts colleges In genera\? Yes __ No __ 
o:· Would you be willing to participate In an expanded pha'" of research suggtsted by the results of this study? Yes __ No __ 
.. 
£. D...,graphfe Information: 
S£X: Hale __ f('male 
AGE: 20-30 30-40 40-SD SD-60 over 60 
HIGHEST EAPNEO DEGRfE: In what l:rtoa? 
PRESIOEIIT: Years In present position __ 
60ARD CHAIRPERSON: Years as chairp•rson __ 
OccupatIon 
Total yctlrs 1n hight'r educ1tlon: administration 
tcochlng __ --
Numbor or prHfdc,,ctcs ht!ld __ 
Toto~1 yeJr·s nn u.c Lo.:trd 
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APPENDIX C 
LETTER OF PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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Dean L. S. Lewan 
295 North Orange 
Orange, California 92666 
Dear Dean Le1~an: 
!l50 1-iokul ua Drive 
Kailua, l!aHaii 96734 
l'oay 4, 1977 
~lany thanks for your 1 e tter. 1-irs. li kert and I appreciate sec· i ng the items 
that you plan to use in the reworded form. We believe, as you do, that your 
questionnaire will yield the data you seek 'for your dissertation and provide 
results of broad interest to college administrators and boards. 
We are pleased to give you permission to reproduce the 500 copies that you 
require. 
~le look fon~ard 1~ith interest to seeing your data and your final dissertation. 
We shall b~ glad to have you phone us any time that ~1e can be of help. 
Best wishes, 
P.ensis Likert 
P.S. Enclosed is a copy of a letter from Vavreck that may be of interest to you. 
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APPENDIX D 
DR. LIKERT 1 S ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF 
MODIFIED INSTRUMENT 
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RENSIS LIKERT ASSOCIATES, INC. 
630 City Center Building 
Ann Arbor. Michigan 48108 
Telephone (313) 769-1980 
Offices in Honolulu and Chicago 
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APPENDIX E 
VALIDATION OF FINAL SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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UNIVERSITY OF REDLANDS 
REDLANDS 
Office of the President 
Dean Lloyd Lewan 
Professor of Education 
Chapman College 
333 N. Glassell Street 
Orange 1 CA 92 666 
Dear Mr. Lewan: 
CALIFORNIA 
April 25 I 19 77 
I have reviewed your instrument and believe 
you are very clear. You keep it simple and 
relatively brief, and busy people in answering 
questionnaires are certainly grateful for that. 
Our faculty and staff participated in what I 
reall to be a similar study a few years ago 
conducted b~l a Methodist minister working 
on his doctorate degree. 
Best wishes to you. 
EED/bt 
Sincerely I 
, . .G:> ( -·· :· ·--" 
(_ ___ --f..A..~,£ ... --t-~i"Ji.-< _ _.1_-"---tz~ 
.{ugene E. Dawson 
President 
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April 26, 1977 
Dean Lloyd Lewan 
Assistant Professor 
Educational Administration 
Chapman College 
333 North Glassell Street 
Orange, Califomia 92666 
Dear Lloyd: 
I have looked CNer the "Profile of Orgnaizational Characteristis" 
instrument and find all of the questions to be quite clear except 
for the first one. I would suggest that you clarify "by whom" • 
l have done a study which speaks to the same question and would 
be happy to share it with you if you would like. 
Slnly, 
(4_-(~~r 
Paul E.~~";. 
President 
AZUSA PACIFIC COLLEGE A7'JSA, CALiFORNIA 91702 • (213) 969-3434 
/drs 
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GOLDEN WEST COLLEGE 
15744 GOlDEN WEST STREET • HUNTINGTON BEACH • CALIFORNIA 926-47 
(714) 691-7711 
May 17, 1977 
To ~nom It May Concern: 
Recently Mr. Lloyd Lewan asked me to review for him a preliminary 
draft of a "profile on organizational characteristics," which he 
may plan to use as a research instrument; apparently he has asked 
several observers to revi~w the instrument to perceive the potential 
reliability and internal validity of its structure. 
The instrument he has contrived is an adaptation of the standard 
Likert technique scaled as a continuum of alternative choices. A 
categorical range of questions which hopefully will measure character-
istics are placed against the scale. 
I have little concern for either the scale or the structured questions. 
Whether he will gain comparative insights on characteristic organiza-
tional styles and configurations will be a matter proven by the manner 
in which the instrument is administered. 
4ttl£-:;--. 
President 
SERVING THE COAST COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
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CHAPMAN COLLEGE 
OFFICE OF 
THE PRESIDENT' 
May 5, 1977 
ORANGE, CALIFORNIA 
Mr. Lloyd S. Lewan 
Assistant Professor of Education 
Chapman College 
Dear Lloyd: 
I've examined your research instrument 
and find the questions are clear and 
concise. 
I commend you on this undertaking and 
would be most interested in the results. 
Sincerely, 
~tl! 
Acting President 
DTC/cjf 
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Chapman 
College oR AN c E. 
May 5, 1977 
Mr. Lloyd s. Lewan 
CALIFORNIA 92686 
Assistant Professor of Education 
Chapman College 
Orange, California 92666 
Dear Mr. Lewan: 
(714) 997-6611 
I have reviewed your proposed survey questionnaire on manage-
ment systems and find it very easy to answer accurately. 
From my vantage point as Chairman of the Board of Trustees of 
a small, independent liberal arts college, I am pleased you 
are doing research in the area of management and the importance 
of sound management in the administration of private institutions. 
Please send me a copy of the results as I am most interested. 
Sincerely, 
of Trustees 
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APPENDIX F 
COVER LETTER FOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
WITH CODED RETURN ENVELOPE 
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Oklahoma State University 
COLLEGE Of EDUCATION 
Jill K. Conway, President 
Smith Co 11 ege 
Northhampton, Massachusetts 01060 
Dear President Conway: 
I ST/LLW!IT£R, OKLAHO.\t~ i.fDi.C Cl!NDCRS[N HAlL (405) 372-6211. EXT. 275 
My research associate and I are presently engaged in a study of 
leadership in small, independent, liberal arts colleges and 
universities in the United States. 
Our initial research is to investigate the management systems or 
styles found in the liberal arts colleges by asking select college 
presidents and chairpersons of boards of trustees to complete the 
enclosed data sh~et independently of each other. 
Your institution has been chosen to be included in this two hundred 
institution study. We hope you will take a few minutes from your busy 
schedule to give us your valuable input on the enclosed questionaire, 
returning it to us as quickly as possible. 
Your response, of course, will be confidential, and neither you nor 
your institution will be specifically identified in the reported 
results. However, the envelopes are coded to determine appropriate 
responding pairs. 
A summary of this study will be provided to you·upon completion of 
the research. 
Your contribution is deeply appreciated. 
Donald W. Robinson 
Dean 
College of Education 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 
l ~ L 
L. S. ~an ~---------
Assistant Professor 
Educational Administration 
Chapman College 
Orange, California 92666 
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BUSINESS REPLY MAIL 
No postage stamp necessilry if mailed in the United States 
Postage will be paid by EDUCATION 
Chapman 
College 
333 North Glassell Street 
Orange, California 92666 
'.1 
ATT:JAS 
::::;: =::::=.::::::m;s~ . 
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APPENDIX G 
FOLLOW-UP POST CARD TO NON-RESPONDENTS 
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A few weeks ago, you should have received a research 
instrument from us relative to a study of leadership 
in small, independent, liberal arts colleges and uni-
versities in the Unit'ed States. The instrument was 
titled "Profile of Organizational Characteristics." 
Our response has been excellent, yet a few more surveys 
are needed to complete the study. We would appreciate 
very much your participation. Hopefully, the results 
of this _study will be available in the Fall. 
~i?L-
c:::-60nald ~~- ~~~ 
Dean 
College of Education 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 
L. S. Lewan 
Assistant Professor 
Educational Administration 
Chapman College 
Orange, California 92666 
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APPENDIX H 
:FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO NON-RESPONDENTS 
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COll!G£ OF lllUCA Till~ I Oklahoma State University \Titf\\-\TfJ: OKl·\fl(,\f-\ ·.ut",J t.tWJJ(r,\(N IIAll .fn;l .1i1-4.!1f. UT J711i 
As you will recall, my research associate and I are 
presently engaged in a study of leadership in small, 
independent liberal arts colleges and universities in 
the United States. The responses thus far have been 
excellent and a preliminary review indicates some 
valuable data will be forthcoming. 
We have received the other response from your insti-
tution and would sincerely appreciate your taking a 
few minutes to complete the survey, thus permitting 
us to include your institution in the study. Please 
find enclosed an additional copy of the instrument 
for your convenience. 
Again, let us assure you that neither you nor your 
institution will be identified in the reported re-
sults. We hope to have the findings of this study 
out early in the Fall. We realize how busy you are 
this time of year, and are pleased that you share 
our interest in liberal arts college leadership. 
MoJ~t sincerely, 
y;u ______  
Donald w. Robinson 
Dean 
College of Education 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 
l. s_ ........__.,__._,.__.--..._.., 
L. s. Lewan 
Assistant Professor 
Educational Administration 
Chapman College 
Orange, California 92666 
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COMPUTER CODING FORMS 
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Computer 
Code 
label 
subno 
admin 
lee type 
card no 
geoarea 
ads ex 
adage 
adeds 
adpos 
adyrs 
LEADERSHIP 
1 eadql 
leadq2 
leadq3 
lead sum 
CONGRUENCE 11~ t'J\NAGEI·IENT STYLES AS PERCEIVED BY 
THE PRESIDENTS AND CHAIRPERSONS OF THE BOARD 
IN TYPE I AND TYPE I I L1 BERJ\L J\RTS COLLEGES 
COMPUTER CODING FOPJ1 
Computer Data Information Content and Codes 
Column 
Number 
1-3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11. 12 
13, 14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19, 20 
Subject Number 
Administrator (Pres- 1; CofB- 2) 
liberal Arts College Type (I - 1; II - 2) 
Computer card number 
Geographical Area 
Sex of administ1·ator (male - 1; female - 2) 
Age of administrator (20-30- 1; 30-40- 2; 
40-50 - 3; 50-60 - 4; 60+ - 5) 
Education of administrator (H.S. -1; H.S.- 2) 
(A.B. -3; B.S. - 4) 
(B.A. -5; f·l.A. - 6) 
(M.Bs.-7; Ed.d.-·8) 
(Ph.d. -9; -,-,,-,---(other) 
Years in Position (Pres. - #years president) 
(CofB - C years Chmn. of Board) 
Years in relevant position 
(Pres. - i yrs. in administration higher ed) 
(CofB - # years on board) 
Confidence and trust in faculty by administrators 
Communication about work; faculty to admin. 
Faculty ideas sought 
Summation of leadership questions 
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Computer 
Code 
Label 
WJTIVATION 
motq4 
rnotq5a 
motq5b 
not sum 
Computer 
Column 
Number 
21 
22 
23 
24, 25 
CDr1MUNICATION 
COJIJlJQ7 26 
commq8 27 
commq9 28 
conrnqlO 29 
commsum 30, 31 
DECISIONS 
decqll 32 
decql2 33 
dec sum 34, 35 
GOALS 
goalq13 36 
goalql4 37 
goal sum 38, 39 
Data 
CONGRUENCE Hl MANAGEMENT 
Computer Coding Page 2 
Information Content and Codes 
Mode (l ,2 = fear, threats; punishment, rewards 
3,4 = rewards and some punishment 
5,6 = mainly rewards, some punishment & inv. 
7,8 = rewards & involvement- goals group set 
Responsibility for academic excellence 
(1,2 =top administration 
3,4 = middle and top administration 
5,6 =widespread faculty & administration 
7,8 =all levels, adm., fac., staff, students 
Responsibility for fiscal stability 
(coded as in Sa) 
Summation of MOTIVATION questions 
Direction of information flow 
(1,2 =downward; 3,4 =totally downward; 
5,6 =down & up; 7,8 = down, up, sideways) 
Acceptance of dowm~ard colli1luni cation 
Acceptance of upward communication 
Familiarity of senior admin. with fac. probs. 
Summation of CO~lMUNI CATION questions 
level of decisions 
Faculty involvement in work related decisions 
Summation of DECISION questions 
Methods for goal setting 
Faculty striving for achievement of goals 
Summation of GOALS questions 
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Computer 
Code 
Label 
CONTROL 
contql5 
contql6 
contsum 
Computer 
Column 
Number 
40 
41 
42, 43 
Data 
CO!jGRUE:ICE W :~AilAGEMENT 
Computer Coding Page 3 
Information Content and Codes 
Extent-concentr·ated review and control 
Use of faculty evaluation and control data 
Summation of CONTROL questions 
COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY PROFILE QUESTIONS 
colql7 
colql8 
colq19 
colq20a 
colq20b 
colq21a 
co1q21b 
colq22 
co1q23 
managqa 
managqb 
44 
45 
46 
47-
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
managqc 55 
managqd 56 
totsty1 57, 58 
totsty2 59, 60 
Resolution of conflict between academic units 
Interaction of chairperson and presider.t 
Sharing of ideas·between chairperson & president 
Cor:1petency of board as pol icy making body 
Competency of board in field of education 
Responsibility felt for educational excel"Jence 
Responsibility felt for fiscal stability 
Extent of candid communication between P & CofS 
Personal satisfaction with work at college 
Extent of use of formal management styles 
Clarity of goals and objects for college defined 
Participation in expanded phase of research 
(Yes= l; No= 2) 
Number of questions in LEADERSHIP, I~OTIVATION 
COI1:·lUNICATIOil, DECISIONS, GOALS, CONTROL 
sections receiving a 1 or 2 rating (surrmation 
excluded) 
Number of questions in same sections receiving 
a 3 or 4 rating (summation excluded) 
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Computer Computer 
Code Column 
label Number 
totsty3 61, 62 
totsty4 63, 64 
colstyl 65, 66 
col sty2 67. 68 
colsty3 69, 70 
colsty4 71, 72 
adpreste 73, 74 
adpresta 75, 76 
Data 
CONGRUENCE HI I!AIIAGE!'.ENT 
Computer Coding Page 4 
Information Content and Codes 
Number of questions in same sections receivins 
a 5 or 5 rating (sul!mation excluded) 
number of questions in same sections receiving 
a 7 or 8 rating (summation excluded) 
Number of questions in COLLEGE Section 
(col 44-56) receiving a 1 or 2 rating 
Number of questions in COLLEGE Section receiving 
a 3 or 4 rating 
Number of questions in COLLEGE Section receiving 
a 5 or 6 rating 
Number of questions in COLLEGE Section receiving 
a 7 or 8 rating 
Total yrs. pres. has been teacher higher educ. 
Total yrs. pres. teacher and administrator 
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APPENDIX J 
PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS 
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Private Liberal Arts Colleges 
Alabama 
Oakwood College 
Arkansas 
Philander Smith College 
California 
Harvey Mudd College 
Immaculate Heart College 
Los Angeles Baptist College 
Pacific Oaks College 
Pitzer College 
Pomona College 
Colorado 
Colorado College 
Regis College 
Connecticut 
Albertus Magnus College 
Annhurst College 
Connecticut College 
Trinity College 
Wesleyan University 
District of Columbia 
Trinity College 
Florida 
Bethune Cookman College 
Georgia 
Agnes Scott College 
Clark College 
Morris Brown College 
Hawaii 
Chaminade College of Honolulu 
Illinois 
Augustana College 
Illinois (Continued) 
.Blackburn College 
Elmhurst College 
Knox College 
Lake Forest College 
Principia College 
Quincy College 
Wheaton College 
Indiana 
Earlham College 
Goshen College 
Hanover College 
Saint Joseph's College 
Saint Mary's College 
Taylor University 
Wabash College 
Iowa 
Briar Cliff College 
Cornell College 
Divine Word College 
Luther College 
University of Dubuque 
Kansas 
Baker University 
McPherson College 
Kentucky 
Asbury College 
Centre College of Kentucky 
Pikeville College 
Union College 
Maine 
Bowdoin College 
Colby College 
Ricker College 
Saint Joseph's College 
Maryland 
College of Notre Dame of Maryland 
Goucher College 
Maryland (Continued) 
Mount Saint Mary's College 
Saint John's College, Main Campus 
Washington College 
Western Maryland College 
Massachusetts 
Amherst College 
Regis College 
Stonehill College 
Wellesley College 
Wheelock College 
Williams College 
Michigan 
Adrian College 
Alma College 
Calvin College 
Madonna College 
Nazareth College 
Minnesota 
Bethel College and Seminary 
Concordia College at Moorhead 
Concordia College, St. Paul 
Gustavus Adolphus College 
Saint John's University 
Mississippi 
Mississippi Industrial College 
Missouri 
Fontbonne College 
Westminster College 
Montana 
Rocky Mountain College 
Nebraska 
College of Saint Mary 
Doane College 
New Jersey 
Centenary College for Women 
College of Saint Elizabeth 
New York 
nard College 
Colgate University 
College of Mt. Saint Vincent 
Hartwick College 
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Hobard and William Smith College 
Houghton College 
Le Moyne College 
Long Island University, Southampton 
Center 
Manhattanville College 
Nazareth College of Rochester 
Skidmore College 
Wells College 
North Carolina 
Davidson College 
High Point College 
Meredith College 
Saint Augustine's College 
Ohio 
Borromeo Seminary of Ohio 
College of Mount Saint Joseph-on-
the-Ohio 
College of Wooster 
Denison University 
Hiram College 
Kenyon College 
Marietta College 
Oberlin College 
Ohio Wesleyan College 
Ursuline College 
Oregon 
~acific University 
Reed College 
Western Baptist Bible College 
Pennsylvania 
Albright College 
Allegheny College 
Allentown College of Saint Francis 
de Sales 
Carlow College 
Cedar Crest College 
Chestnut Hill College 
Dickinson College 
Gettysburg College 
Pennsylvania (Continued) 
Haverford College 
Immaculata College 
Seton Hill College 
Susquehana University 
Washington and Jefferson College 
Waynesburg College 
Westminster College 
Wilson College 
Rhode Island 
Barrington College 
South Carolina 
Columbia College 
Furman University 
South Dakota 
Huron College 
Tennessee 
Bethel College 
Lincoln Memorial University 
Texas 
Bishop College 
Vermont 
Bennington College 
Goddard College 
Marlboro College 
Middlebury College 
Trinity College 
Virginia 
Hampden-Sydney College 
.Hollins College 
Mary Baldwin College 
Randolph-Macon Women's College 
Sweet Briar College 
Washington 
Saint Martin's College 
Whitman College 
West Virginia 
Alderson Broaddus College 
Davis and Elkins College 
Wisconsin 
Carroll College 
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Lawrence University, Main Campus 
Ripon College 
Puerto Rico 
College of Sacred Heart 
APPENDIX K 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISONS OF RESPONSES OF 
PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES 
TYPES I AND II 
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VARQ12 COUNT I 
ROW PCT I :QUITE A VERY GRE: 
COL PCT I BIT AT DEAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 4 I 5 6 I 7 I i I 
VAR002 ••---·--I-····--·I•••••·--I--------I--------I--------I--------I 1 I 1 'I 1 I 11 I 14 I 9 I 4 I 
PRESIDtNT I 2.5 I 2.5 I 27.5 I 35w0 I 22.5 I 1Do0 I 
I 100.0 I lQO.O t 57.9 I 50.0 l 36.0 I i&.7 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 ·I '13.7 I 17.5 I 1-loZ I 5.0 I 
·I--------I--------I-------·I-~-~----z--------I-----·--1 
2 I D I 0 I 8 I 14 I 16 I 2 1 
CHOB t 0 I 0 I 20.0 I 35.0 I 40.0 I s.o I 
I 0 I 0 I 42.1 I 50.0 I 64.0 I 33.3 I 
J 0 I 0 I 10.0 I 17.5 I 20.0 I z.s I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I·-------I--------I COLUMN l 1 19 28 25 6 
TOTAL 1.2 1.2 23.8 3So0 31.3 7.5 
ROW 
TOTAL 
40 
so.o 
40 
so.o 
iO 
100.0 
·5 DEGREES Of fREEOOHo SIGNifiCANCE • o4038 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS. 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 
HOW MUCH CONFIDENCE AND TRUST IS SHOWN IN 
THE FACULTY BY ADMINISTRATORS? 
VAR012 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I QUITE A VERY GRI!: ROW 
COL PCT I BIT AT DEAL TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 1 I 8 I 
VAROOZ •·------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I I I 1 I 11 I 14 I 9 I 4 I 40 
PRESID!NT I 2.5 I 2.5 I 27.5 I 35.0 I 22.5 I 10.0 I 50.0 
I 100.0 I 110.0 I 57.9 I so.o I 36.0 I 6&.7 1 
I 1.2 I 1.2 ·I 13.7 I 17.5 I 11.2 I 5.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I-~------I--------I--------1 
2 1 0 I 0 I 8 I 14 I 16 I 2 I 40 
CHOB 1 0 I 0 I 20.0 I JS.o 1 40.0 I s.o I so.o 
I 0 I 0 I 42.1 I 50.0 I 64.0 I 33.3 I 
I 0 I 0 I 10 • 0 I 11.5 I 20.0 I 2. 5 I 
-I·-------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 1 1 19 28 25 6 iO 
TOTAL 1.2 1.2 23.8 35.0 31.3 7.5 100.0 
_.U!LCHI .SQ!,IAR ... E_• __ ---=:5_,_.!0035 wiTH 5 DEGREES Of fREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 
HOW MUCH CONFIDENCE AND TRUST IS SHOWN IN 
THE FACULTY BY ADMINISTRATORS? 
.4038 
VAR013 
COUNT I 
ROW P<:T !SOMEWHAT QUITE F'R VERY FRe ROW 
COL PCT I FREE EE E TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 3 I 4 I ~ I 6 I 7 I i I 9 I 
VAROOl --------I--------I-------•I·-------I--------I--------I--·---••I--···---1 
l· I 1 I 3 I 5 I 9 I 16 I 6 I lH I 40 
PRESID!NT I 2.5 I 7.5 I 12.5 I 22.5 I 40o0 I 15o0 I 0 I 49o4 
I 50.0 I 50.0 I 38.5 I 37.5 I 59.3 I 66.7 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 3.7 I 6.2 I 11.1 I 19.8 I 7.4 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1----·-•-1 2 I 1 I 3 I 8 I 15 I 11 I 3 I OH 1 41 
CH08 I 2.4 I 7.3 I 19.5 I 36.6 I 26.8 I 7.3 I 0 I 50.6 
I 50.0 1 50.0 I 61.5 I 62.5 I 40.7 I 33.3 I 0 1 
I 1.2 I 3.7 I 9.9 I li.5 I 13.6 I 3.7 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
COLUMN 2 6 13 24 27 9 lH 11 
TOTAL 2.5 7.4 lf>.O 29.6 33.3 11.1 0 100.0 
RA~ CHI SQUARE • 4.10651 WIJH 5 DEGREES Of fREEDOHo SIGNifiCANCf • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 2 
HOW FREE DO FACULTY FEE~ TO TALK TO 
ADMINISTRATORS ABOUT THEIR WORK? 
.5342 
1-' 
Ln 
N 
VAR013 
COUNT J 
ROW PCT ISOHEWHAT QUITE FR VERY fRf ROW 
COL PCT I rR!E EE , E TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 3 I 4 ·I 5 I. ' I 7 I II I 
VAR002 ----l-------t-------I--------I-------I--------I--------1 
1 I 0 I 6 I 10 I 14 I 7 I 3 I itO 
PRESID[NT I 0 I 15.0 I 25.0 I 35.0 I 17.5 I 7.5 I 50.0 
I 0 I 66.7 I 41.7 I 60.9 I 38.9 I 75.0 I 
I Q I 7.5 I 12.5 I 17.5 I 8.8 I 3.7 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 2 I 3 I lit . I 9 I 11 I 1 1 40 
CHOB · I S.O I 7.5 1 35.0 I 22.5 1 27.5 1 2.5 I 50.0 
I 100.0 I 33.3 1 58.3 I 39.1 I 61.1 I 25.0 I 
I 2.5 I 3.7 1 17.5 I · 11.2 I 13.7 I l.i I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I------••1 
COLUHN 2 9 24 23 18 it iO 
TOTAL 2.5 l1.2 30o0 211.8 22.5 s.o 100.0 
5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNifiCANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 2 
HOW FREE DO FACULTY FEEL TO TALK TO 
ADMINISTRATORS ABOUT THEIR WORK? 
.2486 
VAR014 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I OfTEN V[RY OFT ROW 
COL PCT I EN TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 0 I 4 I 12 I 15 I 9 I lH I 40 
PAESIO[NT I 0 I 10.0 I 30.0 I 37o5 I 22.5 I 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I 36.4 I 52.2 I 57.7 I 64.3 I 0 I 
I 0 I 4.9 I 14.8 I 1&.5 I 11.1 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 7 I 7 I 11 I 11 I 5 I OH 1 ltl 
CHOB I 17.1 I 17.1 I 26.8 I Zi.B I 12.2 I 0 I SO.i 
I 100.0 I 63.6 I 47.8 I 42.3 I 35.7 I 0 I 
I 8.6 I 8.6 I 13.6 I 13.6 I 6.2 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
COLUMN 7 11 l3 26 14 lH 11 
TOTAL 8.6 13.6 28.4 32.1 17.3 0 100.0 
~AW CHI SQUARE • 9.60902 WITH 4 DEGREES Of fREEDOM. SIGNiriCANCe • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 3 
HOW OFTEN ARE FACULTY MEMBERS' IDEAS SOUGHT 
AND USED CONSTRUCTIVELY? 
.0476 
VAR014 
COUNT I 
RO~ PCT !SOMETIME OFTEN VERY OFT ROW 
COL PCT IS !:N TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 3 I ,. I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 
VAROOZ -.---·--I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
1 I 0 I 3 I 8 I 13 I 10 I 6 I 40 
PAESIOtNT I 0 I 7.5 I ZO.O I JZ.S I 25.0 I 15.0 I 50.0 
I 0 I 33.3 I 53.3 I 59.1 I JB.S 1 85.7 I 
I 0 I 3.7 I 10.0 1 t•.z I 12.5 I 7.5 I 
-1--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
Z I 1 I 6 I 7 I 9 I 16 I 1 I 40 
CHOB I 2.5 I 15.0 I 17.5 I 22.5 I 40.0 I 2.5 I 50.0 
I 100.0 I 66.7 I 46.7 I 40.9 I 61.5 I 14.3 I 
1 1.2 I 7.5 I 8.8 I 11.z I 20.0 I 1.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
COLUHN 1 9 1~ 22 26 1 10 
TOTAL 1.2 ll.2 lBoB 27.5 32.5 a.a 100.0 
5 DEGREES Of fREEDOM. SlGNiriCANC~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 3 
HOW OFTEN ARE FACULTY MEMBERS' IDEAS SOUGHT 
AND USED CONSTRUCTIVELY? 
.170& 
VAR016 
COUNT I 
RQW PCT I HAINt. Y 0 D AND E ROW 
COL PCT I IHTH C TOTAL 
TOT PCT I l 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 1 9 I 
AR002 ·-------I-------·1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 0 I 1 I 10 I 21 I 8 I lH I ItO 
PRESID~NT I 0 I 2.5 I 25.0 I 52.5 I 20.0 I 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I 20.0 I u,.9 1 42.0 I 66.7 I 0 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 12.3 I 25.9 I 9.9 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 2 ! 1 I 4 1 3 I 29 I 4 I OH I 41 
CHOB I 2.~ I 9.8 I 7.3 I 70.7 I 9.8 I 0 I 50.6 
I 100.0 I ao.o 1 23.1 I SB.o I 33.3 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 4.9 I 3.7 I 35.8 I 4.9 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------l--------l--------1 COLUMN 1 5 13 50 12 114 81 
TOTAL 1.2 6.2 16.0 61.7 14.8 0 100.0 
!AW CHI SQU.t.RE • 4 DEGREES Of fREEDOM. SIGNifiCANC~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 4 
IS PREDOMINANT USE MADE OF: A) FEAR, 
B) THREATS, C) PUNISHMENT, D) REWARDS, 
E) INVOLVEMENT? 
.0570 
VAR016 
COUNf I 
ROW PCT JHAIN~Y 0 0 AND E RoW 
COL PCf I WITH C TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 5 I 6 I 7 J. 8 1 
VA RO OZ ••------I------·--I--------I ------•-I--------I 
1 I 5 I 4 I Z6 I S I 40 
PRESIDENT I 12.5 I 10.0 I 65.0 I lZoS I 50.0 
J 55.6 I 44.4 I 48.1 I 62.5 I 
I 6.3 I s.o I 32.5 I '·3 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
2 I 4 I 5 I 28 I J I 40 
CHOB I 10.0 I 12.5 I 70.0 I 7.5 I 50.0 
I 44.4 I 55.6 I 51.9 I 37.5 I 
I s.o I 6.1 I 35.0 1 3.7 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
COLUHN 9 9 54 8 80 
TOTAL lloZ 11.2 67.5 10.0 100.0 
. J DEGRE~~ ~!. rREEDO~. SlGNIFICAHCt • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 4 
IS PREDOMINANT USE MADE OF: A) FEAR, 
B) THREATS, C) PUNISHMENT, D) REWARDS, 
E) INVOLVEMENT? 
.11504 
VAR017 
COUNT t 
ROW PCT IF'AC AND ALL I.,F;Ve: ROW 
COL PCT IADMIN LS, TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 5 I 6 I 7 I I I 9 I 
'02 ••---·--I--------I--------I--------I--------x--------1 
1 I 5 I 14 I 12 I 9 I HI I ItO 
~ESIDENT I 12.5 I 35.0 I 30.0 I 22.5 I 0 I 49.4 
I so.o I 56.0 I 48.0 I 42.9 I 0 I 
I 6.2 I 17.3 I 14.8 I 11.1 I 0 I 
-J--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I 2 I 5 I 11 I 13 I 12 I OM I 41 
iOB I 12.2 I 26.8 I 31.7 I 29.3 I 0 I 50.6 
I so.o I 44.0 I 52.0 I 57.1 I 0 I 
I 6.2 I 13.6 I 16.0 I 14.8" I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I COLUMN 10 25 . 25 21 lH il 
TOTAL 12.3 30.9 30.9 2~.9 0 100.0 
CHI SQUARE • e81635 WilH 3 DEGREES OF' F'REEDOHo SIGNIFICANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 5 A 
WHERE IS RESPONSIBILITY FELT FOR 
ACHIEVING ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE? 
.ato56 
VAR017 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ITOP AND fAC AND ALL LEV~ ROW 
COL PCT IHID AOHI ADMIN LS TOTAL 
TOT PCT I . 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 7 I 9 I 
VAR002 --·-···-I--------I--------I--------1-•------I--------I------·-I 
1 I 2 I 2 I 11 I 9 I 12 I 4 I 40 
PRESIO[NT I s.o I 5oO I 27.5 I 22.5 I 30.0 I 10.0 I so.o 
I 100.0 I 66.7 I 57.9 I 36.0 I 52.2 I so.o I 
I 2o5 I 2.5 I 13.7 I 11.2 I 15.0 I s.o I 
-J--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 X 0 l 1 I 8 I 16 I 11 I 4 I 40 
CHOB I 0 I z.s I 20.0 I 40.0 I 27.5 I 10.0 I so.o 
I 0 I 33.3 I 42.1 I 64.0 I 47.8 I 50.0 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 10.0 I 20.0 I 13.7 I 5o0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
COLUMN 2 3 19 25 23 8 10 
TOTAL 2.5 3.7 23.8 31.3 28.8 10.0 100.0 
_.JIA_ CHI SQU_ARE_• ___ .4.81050_ WI!~ 5 DEGREES Of FREEDOM. SIGNlf"ICANC~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 5 A 
WHERE IS RESPONSIBILITY FELT FOR 
ACHIEVING ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE? 
VAR018 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ITOP AD!'Il TOP AND FAC AND ALL LEVE ROW 
COL PCT IN PUO AOHI ADMIN LS TOUL 
TOT PCT I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 1 I I I 9 I 
R002 .-------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 1 I 2 I 8 I 4 I 3 I 10 I 9 I 3 I 1 I lH 1 40 
PRESIO[NT I 5.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I 7.5 I 25.0 I 22.5 I 7.5 I 2.5 I 0 I 49.4 
I 50.0 I 47.1 I 66.7 I 42.9 I 55.6 I 5'•3 I 33.3 1 25.0 I 0 I 
I 2.5 I 9.9 I 4.9 I J.r I 12.3 I 11.1 I 3.7 I 1.2 I 0 I 
-I-------~~~-----·-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
2 I 2 .. I 9 I 2 I 4 I 8 I 1 I 6 1 3 I OH 1 41 
CHOS I 4.9 I 22.0 I 4.9 1 9.8 I 19.5 I 17ol I 14., 1 7.3 I 0 I !i0.6 
I 50.0 I 52.9 I 33.3 I 57el I 44.4 f 43.8 I ''·7 1 75.0 I 0 I 
I 2.5 I 11.1 I 2.5 I 4.9 I 9.9 I 8.6 I 7.4 I 3.7 I 0 1 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 COLUMN 4 11 6 7 18 . 16 9 4 114 81 
TOTAL 4.9 21.0 7.4 8.6 22.2 19.8 11.1 4.9 0 100.0 
7 DEGREES OF FREEOOH. SlGNifiCANC~ • --~·~i~5~30~---
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 5 B 
WHERE IS RESPONSIBILITY FELT FOR 
ACHIEVING FISCAL STABILITY? 
VAR018 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ITOP ADHI TOP AND fAC AND ALL LEVE ROW 
COL PCT IN HID ADMI ADMIN LS TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 
VAR002 --------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 2 I 7 1 7 I... 5 1 10 1 2 1 4 1 J I 40 
PRESIDENT I 5.0 I 17.5 1 17.5 I 12.5 I 25.0 1 S.O I 10.0 I 7.5 I 50.0 
I 5a.o I 53.8 I 58.3 I 45.5 I 71.4 I 18.2 I 36.4 1 7~.0 I 
I 2.5 I a.a I 8.8 1 6.3 I 12.5 I 2.5 I 5.0 I 3.7 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 2 I 6 I 5 I 6 I 4 I 9 I 7 1 1 I 40 
CH08 I 5.0 I 15.0 I 12.5 I 15.0 I 10.0 I 22.5 I 17.5 1 2.5 I 50.0 
I 50.0 I 46.2 I 41.7 I 54.5 I 28.6 I 8l.a I 63.6 1 25.0 I 
I 2.5 I 7.5 I 6.3 1 7.5 I 5.0 I 11.2 I· 1.8 1 1.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
COLUMN 4 13 12 11 14 . 11 11 4 10 
TOTAL 5.0 16.2 15.0 13.7 17.5 13.7 13.7 S.O 100.0 
JAL.f~LS_9UA~~-·---9•34532 IIliTH 1 DEGREES Of rREEOOH. SIGNifiCANC~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 5 B 
WHERE IS RESPONSIBILITY FELT FOR 
ACHIEVING FISCAL STABILITY? 
.2288 
VAROZO 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IMOSTL Y D DOWN AND OOWN UP ROW 
COL RCT IOWNWA~D UP SIDEWAYS TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I a 1 9 I 
VAROOZ --------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 1 I 1 1 4 I 7 I 13 I 12 1 3 I JH 1 40 
PRESIOtNT I 2.5 I 10.0 I 17.5 I 32o5 1 30.0 I 7.5 I 0 l 49.4 
I 33.3 1 so.o I 38.9 I 59.1 I 48.0 I 37.5 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 4o9 I 8.6 1 1•.0 1 14.8 I 3.7 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 2 I 2 I l I 11 I 9 I 13 I 5 I 011 1 41 
CH08 I 4.9 I 2.4 I 26.8 I 22.0 I 31o7 I 12.2 I 0 I su.6 
I 66.7 I 20.0 I 61.1 I. 40.9 I 52.0 I .2.5 I 0 I 
I 2.5 I 1.2 I~ 13.6. 1 11.1 I 16.0 I •·z 1 0 1 
-I--------I--------I~-----~-I--------1--------I--------I-----·--I COLUMN 3 5 18 22 25 8 111 e1 
TOTAL 3.7 6.2 22.2 27.2 30.9 9.9 0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 4.27780 WITH S DEGREES Of fREEDOM. SIGNifiCANC~ • 
-----
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 7 
WHAT IS THE USUAL DIRECTION OF INFORMATION 
FLOW BETWEEN ADMINISTRATION AND FACULTY? 
.slut 
VAROZO 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IDOWN!IIA.fW OpWN AND DOWN VP ROW 
COL P,CT I UP SIDEWAYS TOTAL 
TOT ~CT I 1 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 
VAROOZ -----·--I----···-I--------I--------I--------I--------I-----·--I 
1 I 1 I 4 1 6 I 11 I 15 I 3 I 40 
PRESIO[NT I 2.5 I 10.0 I 15.0 1 27.5 I 37.5 I 7.5 I so.o 
I 100.0 I 66.7 I 30.0 I 55o0 1 51.7 I 75.0 I 
I 1.2 I s.o I 7.5 I 13.7 I 18.8 I 3.7 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 0 I 2 I 14 I 9 I 14 I 1 I 40 
CHOB I 0 I s.o I 35.0 I 22.5 I 35.0 I 2.5 I 50.0 
I 0 I 33.3 I 7o.o I 45.0 I 48.3 I 25.0 I 
I 0 I z.s I 17.5 I 11.2 I 17.5 I 1.2 I 
-I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUKN 1 6 20 20 29 4· 10 
TOTAL 1.2 7.5 25.0 25.0 36.2 5.0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 6.10115 WITH 5 DEGREES OF fREEDOM. SIGNifiCANCE • 
\ 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 7 
WHAT IS THE USUAL DIRECTION OF INFORMATION 
FLOW BETWEEN ADMINISTRATION AND FACULTY? 
-...... ~· 
VAR021 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I SUSPICIO Of'TEN AC F'ULLY AC ROW 
COl. PCT I N CEPTEO CEPTEO TOT 11L 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I It I S I 6 I 7 I a 1 9 I 
AROO~ ·----·--I·-------I--------I·-------I--------I--------I-------·I--------z---····-1 
l. I 0 I 1 I 5 I 12 I 12 I 9 I 1 1 1 H I 40 
,RESID!NT I 0 I 2.5 I 12.5 I 30.0 I 30.0 I 22.5 I 2.5 I 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I sq.o I 62.5 I 46.2 I 46.2 I 60.0 I 33.3 I 0 I 
I d I 1.2 I 6.2 I 14.8 I 14.8 I 11.1 I 1.2 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 1 I 1 I 3 1 14 I 14 I & I 2 I OH I 4I 
CHOB I 2. 4 I 2. 4 I T • 3 I 34. 1 I 34. 1 I 14. ~ I 4. 9 1 0 I 50 • 6 
I 100.0 I 50.0 I 37.5 I 53.8 I 53.8 I 40.0 I 66.7 I 0 I 
I 1. 2 I 1. 2 I 3'. 7 I 17.3 I 17.3 I 7 • 4 I 2. 5 1 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
COl.UHN l 2 8 26 26 15 3 1M 11 
TOTAL 1.2 2.5 9.9 32.1 32.1 11.5 3. 7 0 100.0 
rAW CHI SQUARE • 2.72910 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANC~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 8 
HOW IS DOWNWARD COMMUNICATION ACCEPTED? (ADMINISTRATION TO FACULTY} 
.8420 
VAROZl 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I SUSPICIO OFTEN AC FULlY AC ROW 
: -.. ,'_ . COL PCT I N CEPTED CEPTEO TOT •t 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 1 I a I 
VAROOZ --------I--------I--------I-----~--I---~----I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 1 I 3 I 2 1 16 I 1 S I 3 I 0 1 40 
PRESID!NT I z.S I 7.5 I 5.0 I 40.0 I 37.5 I 7.5 I 0 1 50.0 
I 100.0 I 75.0 I 22.2 I 51.6 I 57.7 I 37.5 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 3.7 I 2.5 I 20.0 I 18.8 I 3.7 I o I 
-r--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
2 I 0 1 1 I 7 I 15 I 11 I 5 I 1 1 40 
CHOB I 0 I 2.5 I 17.5 I 37.5 I 27.5 I 12.5 I 2.5 I so.o 
I 0 I 25.0 I 77.8 1 48.4 I 42.3 1 62.5 I 100.0 I 
I 0 1 1.2 I 8.8 1 18.8 I 13.7 1 6o3 I 1.2 I 
-J--------I--------I--------J--------I--------1--------I--------I 
-COLUMN 1 4 9 31 26 9 1 80 
TOTAL 1.2 5.0 11.2 38.7 32.5 10.0 1.2 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 6.92542 WIJH 6 DEGREES Or fREEDOM. SIGNiriCANC! • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 8 
HOW IS DOWNWARD COMMUNICATION ACCEPTED? 
(ADMINISTRATION TO FACULTY) 
.3271:1 
VAR022 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I OrTEN IN ALHOST A ROW 
COL P.CT I ACCURATE LWAYS IN TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
VAR002 --------I--------l--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 1 J 1 I 13 I 17 I 8 I 1 I 1M I 40 
,RESID!NT l 2.5 I 32.5 I 42.5 I 20.0 I 2.5 I 0 I 49.4 
I 16.7 I 56.5 I 53ol I 42ol I 100.0 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 16.0 I 21.0 1 9.9 1 1.2 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I I! I 5 I 10 I 15 I 11 I 0 I OH I 41 
CHOB I 12.2 I 24.4 I 3fo.6 I 2f..8 I 0 I 0 I 50.6 
I BJ.J I 43.5 I 46.9 I 57.9 1 0 I 0 I 
I 6.2 I 12.3 I 16.5 I 13.6 I 0 I 0 I 
-1--------I-----~--l--------I--------I--------I--------I COLW1N 6 . 23 32 19 1 lH at 
TOTAL 7.4 28.4 39.5 23.5 1.2 0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 4.61o502 WITH 4 DEGREES OF fREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 9 
HOW ACCURATE IS UPWARD COMMUNICATION? 
(FACULTY TO ADMINISTRATION) 
.3257 
· VAROZZ 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I OCA~ INA OrTEN IN ROW 
CQL PCT I CCURATE ACCURATE TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 1 I 
YAROOZ --------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 1 I 1 I 4 I 12 I 14 I 8 I .. o 
PRESIDENT I z.s I z.s I 10.0 I 30.0 I 35.0 I 20.0 I so.o 
I 33.3 I 100.0 I so.o I .. ~.o I 60.9 I 40o0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I SoO I 15.0 I 17.5 I 10.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 2 I 0 I 4 1 13 I 9 I 12 I 40 
CHOB I s.o 1 0 I 10.0 I 32.5 I 22.5 I 30.0 I 50.0 
I 66.7 I 0 I 50.0 1 52.0 I 39.1 I iO.O I 
I 2.5 I 0 I s.o I 16.2 I 11.2 I 15.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 3 1 8 25 23 20 iiO 
TOTAL 3o7 1.2 10.0 31.3 28.8 25.0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQ~U~A~R=E-·----~3~·~60_2_9_~ITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 9 
HOW ACCURATE IS UPWARD COMMUNICATION? 
(FACULTY TO ADMINISTRATION) 
0 i599 
COUN;f I 
VAR023 
V:AR002 
PRESIO!:NT 
C!'iOi:l 
ROW PCT I QUITE WE VERY WEL 
COL PCT I LL L 
TOT PCT I 4 I 5 I 6 I 1 I 8 1· 9 I 
-~------r--------r--------1--------I--------r--------I--------I 1 I 3 I 5 I 12 I 16 I 4 I 1H I 
I 7.5 I 12.5 I 30.0 1 40.0 I 10.0 I 0 I 
I 75.0 I 41.7 I 46.2 I 64.0 I 26.6 I 0 I 
I 3.7 I 6.2 I 14.8 I 19.8 I 4.9 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1~-------I--------I--------I 2 I 1 I 7 I 14 I 9 I 10 I OH I 
I 2.4 I 17.1 I 34.1 I 22.0 I 24.4 I 0 I 
I 25.0 I 58.3 I 53.8 I 36.0 I 71.4 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 6.6 I 17.3 I 11.1 I 12.3 I 0 I 
-I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------r--------I 
COLUMN 4 12 26 25 14 1M 
TOTAL 4.9 14.8 32.1 30.9 17.3 0 
6.00716 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANC~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 10 
HOW WELL DO SENIOR ADMINISTRATO~S KNOW THE 
PROBLEMS FACED BY FACULTY? 
ROW 
TOTAL 
40 
49.4 
41 
so •• 
11 
100.0 
.1~66 
VAR023 
COU,.T I 
ROW PeT !SOMEWHAT QUITE WE VERY WEL ROW 
COL PCT I LL L TOTAL 
TOT PeT I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 
VAROOZ --------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 0 I 4 I 10 I 13 I 10 I 3 I ItO 
PRESIOtNT I 0 I 10.0 I 25.0 I 32.5 I 25.0 I 7.5 I 50.0 
I 0 I 66.7 I 55.6 1 52.0 I 41.7 I so.o I 
I 0 I 5.0 I 12.5 I 16.2 I 12.5 I 3.7 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
Z I 1 I. 2. 'I S I l2 I 14 I 3 I 40 
CHOB I 2.5' I S.O I 20.0 I 30.0 I 35.0 I 7.5 I 50.0 
I 100,0 I 33.3 I 44.4 I 48.0 I 58.3 I so.o I 
I 1.2 I 2.5 I 10.0 I 15.0 I 17.5 I 3.7 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I 
COLUMN 1 6 lB 25 24 6 10 
TOTAL 1.2 7.5 22.5 31.3 30.0 7.5 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 2.59556 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCf • 
-------------------------
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUEST! ON 10 
HOW WELL 00 SENIOR ADMINISTRATORS KNOW THE 
PROBLEMS FACED BY FACULTY? 
.762U 
YAR025 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT HOP SOHE TOP MORE IHOESPRE 
COL PCT I OELGAT DELGAT AO 
TOT PCT I 3 I 4 I S I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
--------I--------I·-------I·-------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
1 I 2 I 3 I 6 I 12 I IS I 2 I 1H I 
PRESID£NT ~ s~:~,. ~ 3~:~- ~ ~~:~ ~ ~~=~ ~ !~:~ i 4~:~ ~ ~ ~ 
I 2.5 I 3.7 I 7.4 I 14.8 I la.S I 2.5 I 0 I 
·1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 2 I 5 I 5 I 8 I 18 I 3 I OH 1 
CHOB · I 4o9 I 12.2 I 12.2 I 19.5 I 43.9 I 7.3 l 0 l 
J 50.0 I 62.5 I 45.5 I 4~.0 1 54.5 I iO.O I 0 I 
I 2.5 I 6.2 I 6.2 I 9.9 I 22.2 I 3.7 I 0 I 
•I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I·-~-----1 
COLUMN 4 8 11 .20 33 5 lH 
TOTAL 4.9 9.9 13.6 24.7 40.7 i.2 0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 1.85157 Wll'H 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFIC~NC~ • .a&93 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 11 
AT WHAT LEVEL ARE DECISIONS MADE? 
ROW 
TOTAL 
ltl 
so.& 
Ill 
Joo.o 
VAR025 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I TOP SOI~E TOP MORE IHOI!SPRE ROW 
COL PCT I DELGAT OELGAT •o TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I a 1 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I-------~I--------I--------I--------I-------·1 
1 I 1 I Z I 4 1 8 I 11 I 13 I 1 1 ,.0 
PRESIDENT I z.s I 5.0 I 10.0 I 20.0 1 27.5 I 32.5 1 2.5 I 50.0 
I 50.0 I 40.0 I 44.4 1 53.3 I 57.9 I 44.8 I 100.0 I 
I 1.2 I 2.5 I s.o I 10.0 I 13.7 I 16.2 I 1.2 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------l 2 I 1 I 3 I 5 I 7 I 8 I 16 I 0 I 40 
CHOB I 2.5 I 7.5 I 12.5 I 17.5 1 20.0 I 40.0 I 0 I 50.0 
I 50.0 I 60.0 I 55.6 I 46.7 I 42.1 I 55.2 I 0 1 
I 1.2 I 3.7 I '6.3 1 8.8 I 10.0 I zo.o I 0 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I COLUMN 2 5 9 15 19 29 1 80 
TOTAL 2.5 6.3 11.2 18.8 23.8 3io2. 1.2 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 2.16181 WllH 6 DEGREES 0~ fREEDOM. SIGNIFICANt~ • 
------ -----------------~------------------
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 11 
AT WHAT LEVEL ARE DECISIONS MADE? 
.9042 
VAR026 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I GENERALL F'ULL Y IN ROW 
COL PeT I Y VOLVED TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
VAROOZ --------1--------1--------1--------I--------1--------1--------I 
1 I 0 I 1 J 9 1 20 1 10 I 1H I 40 
PRESIDfNT I 0 I 2.5 I 22.5 I 50.0 I 25.0 I 0 I 49o4 
I 0 I 14.3 I 42o9 I 58.8 I 55.6 I 0 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 11.1 I 24o7 I 12.3 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 1 I 6 1 12 I 14 I 8 I OH I 41 
C~OB I 2.4 I 14.6 I 29.3 I 34.1 I 19.5 I 0 I SO.& 
I 100.0 I 85.7 I :57.1 I 41.2 I 44.4 I 0 I 
I 1 • 2 I 7. 4 I 14 • 8 L .] 7. 3 I 9. 9 I D I 
-I------.--I--------i--------I --.------1--------I --------1 
COl.UHN 1 7 21 34 18 1H 11 
TOTAL 1.2 8.6 25.9 <t2.0 22.2 0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 6.26966 WITH 4 DEGREES OF' F'REEDOHo SIGNIFICANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 12 
HOW OFTEN ARE FACULTY MEMBERS INVOLVED IN 
DECISIONS RELATED TO THEIR WORK? 
.1799 
VA~Oi!6 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I GENERAL!. fULL 'f !N ROW 
COL PCT I .'( VOLVEO TOTAL 
TOT PCT t It • I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 
VAR002 ~------I--------I--------I--------I--------I-·------1 
1 I 0 I 2 I 16 I 18 1 4 1 40 
PRESIDfNT I 0 I s.o I 40.0 1 45.0 I 10.0 I SD.O 
I 0 I 33.3 I so.o I 52.9 1 57.1 I 
I 0 ! 2.5 I 20.0 I 22.5 I s.o I 
-r--------r--------1--------x--------r--------1 l I 1 I 4 I 16 I 16 I 3 1 40 
CHOB I 2.5 I 10.0 I 40.0 t 40.0 I 7.5 I so.o 
I 100.0 I 66.7 I so.o I 47.1 I 42.9 I 
! 1.2 I 5.0 I 20.0 l 20.0 I 3.7 I 
-1--------1--------I--------1--------1--------1 
COLUMN 1 6 .32 34 7 80 
TOTAL 1.2 7.5 40.0 4a.5 8o8 100.0 
RAW CH_l __ ~QVAR£ r 1.92717 WITH 4 DEGREES Of' FREEDOM. SIGNirtCANCf • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 12 
HOW OFTEN ARE FACULTY MEMBERS INVOLVED IN 
DECISIONS RELATED TO THEiR WORK? 
.7492 
VAR028 
COUNT I 
ROW PC1' I OIRCT CH DISCUSS GROU,. 01 ROW 
COL PCT I MT FRM r WITH FAC SCUSSION TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I a I 9 I 
VAR002 --------1·---·---I--------I--------I·-------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 0 I 0 I 2 I 4 I 13 I 18 I 3 I lH I 40 
PRESID!NT I 0 I 0 I 5.0 I 10.0 I 32.5 I 45.0 I T.S 1 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I 0 I 33.3 I 50.0 I 46.4 I 5,.3 I ,0.0 1 0 I 
I 0 I 0 I 2.5 I 4.9 I 16.0 I zz.a I 3.7 I 0 i 
·I--------I--------I-----~·-1•-------I--------I--------l--------I--------I 
2 I I I I 'I • 4 I 4 l IS I 14 I 2 I OM I 41 
CHOB I 2.4· I 2.4 I 9.8 I 9.8 I 36.6 I 34.1 I 4.9 I 0 I 50.6 
I 100.0 I 100.0 I 66.7 I so.o I 53.6 I 43.a I ~o.o I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 4.9 I 4.9 I 18.5 I 17.3 1 2.5 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--~-----1--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 1 1 6 8 28 3Z 5 1M Ill 
TOTAL 1.2 1.2 7.4 9.9 34.6 39.5 '·Z 0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 3.49711 WITH 6 DEGREES Of FREEDOM •. SIGNifJCANCf • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 13 
HOW IS GOAL SETTING USUALLY DONE? 
.7443 
coUNT I VAFl.Oi!.8 
ROW PCT IOIRCT CH DISCUSS GROUP OI ROW 
COL PCT IHT 'RH F WITH F"AC SCUSSION TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 3 I lj. I S I 6 I 7 I i I 9 I 
. VAROOZ --------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------l 
1 I 0 I 2 I 11 1 8 I 13 1 5 I 1M 1 39 
PRESIDtNT I 0 I 5.1 I 28.2 I 20.5 I 33.3 I 12.8 I 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I 40.0 I 52.4 I 38.1 I 54.2 I 71.4 I 0 1 
I 0 I 2. 5 I 13.9 I .. -1~ .1 I 1 f>. 5 I 6. 3 I 0 I 
-I--------I•-------I--------I··------1--------I--------I--------I 
2 1 1 "'1 3 I 10 1 13 1 11 I 2 I OM I 40 
CHOB I 2.5 I 7.5 I 25.0 1 32.5 I 27.5 I 5.0 I 0 I so.& 
I 100.0 I &O.o I 47.6 I 61.9 I. 45.8 I 2i.& I o I 
I 1.3 I 3.8 1 12.7 I li.S I 13.9 I 2.5 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------l 
COLUMN 1 5 21 21 24 1 114 79 
TOTAL 1.3 6.3 26.6 2i.6 30.4 8.9 0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 3.87844 WITH 5 .DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANC~ ~ 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 13 
HOW IS GOAL SETTING USUALLY DONE? 
.Sfo70 
,. 
VAROZ9 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I QUITE A VERY GRE ROW 
COL PCT I BIT AT DEAL TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
l I 1 I 5 I 8 1 , 2.1 I 5 I lH I 40 
PRESID!NT I 2.5 I 12.5 I 20.0 I 52.5 I 12.5 I 0 I 49.4 
I 33.3 I 33.3 I 42.1 X 61.8 I so.o I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 6.2 I 9.9 I 25.9 I 6.2 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 2 1 I 0 I 11 I 13 I 5 I OH I 41 
CHOB I 4.9 I 24.4 I 26.8 I 31.7 I 12.2 I 0 l so., 
I 66.7 I 66.7 I 57.9 I 33.2 I so.o I 0 I 
I 2.5 I 12.3 I 13.6 1 16.0 I 6.2 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 3 15 19 34 10 Ht II 
TOTAL 3.7 18.5 23.5 42.0 12.3 0 lOOoO 
4 DEGREES Of FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • .3,14 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 14 
HOW MUCH DO FACULTY MEMBERS STRIVE TO 
ACHIEVE THE COLLEGE'S GOALS? 
VAR02~ 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IVERY LIT SOME QUITE A VERY GRE ROW 
COL PCT ITLE BIT AT DEAL TOT4L 
TOT PCT I 1 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I a I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I-------•I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
1 I 1 I 1 I i I 10 I 11 I 13 I 2 I 40 
PRESID!:NT 'I z.s I 2.5 I 5.0 I 2So0 I 27.5 I 32.5 I 5.0 I 50.0 
I lOo.o I 100.0 ! 33.3 I 62.5 I 52.4 I 40.6 I ii.7 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 2.5 I 12.5 I 13.7 I li.2 I z.s I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I-~------I--------I--------1 · 2 I 0 I 0 I 4 I 6 I . 10 I 19 I 1 I 40 
CHOii I 0 I 0 I 10.0 I 15.0 I 25.0 I 47.5 I loS I so.o 
I 0 I 0 I 66.7 I 37.5 I 47.6 I 59.4 I 3J.J I 
I 0 I 0 I s.o I 7.5 I 12.5 I 23.8 I 1.2 I 
-I--------I----~---I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 COLVHN 1 1 6 li 21 32 3 80 
TOTAL 1.2 1.2 7.5 20.0 26.2 40.0 3.7 100.0 
RAW CHI_ SQUARE • 5~17262 W!!!:!__ __ 6 DEGREES OF fREEDOM. SlGNlfiCAHC!: • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 14 
HOW MUCH DO FACULTY MEMBERS STRIVE TO 
ACHIEVE THE COLLEGE'S GOALS? 
.5219 
VAR031 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I QUITE HI MODERATE · WIDELY S ROW 
COL PCT I TOP ADM DELEGA T PRE AD TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I· 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I i 1 9 I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
1 I 0 I 1 I 10 I 9 I 6 I 1 Z I 2 1 lH I 40 
PRESIDENT I 0 I 2.5 I 25.0 I 22.5 I 15.0 I 30.0 I 5.0 I 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I 25.0 I 55.6 I 45.0 I 54.5 I 50.0 I ''·7 1 0 I 
I 0 1 1.2 I 12.3 1 11.1 I 7.4 I 14.8 1 2.5 1 0 1 
-1--------1--------I--------I--------z--------I--------1--------I--------I 
2 I 1 I 1 [" ~ 1 11 I 5 I 12 I 1 I OM I 41 
CHOB I 2.4 I 7.3 I 19.5 I 26.8 1 12.2 I 29.3 I 2.4 1 0 I SO.& 
I 100.0 I 75.0 I 44.4 I 55.0 I 45.5 I so.o I 33.3 I 0 I 
1 1.2 I 3.7 1 9.9 I 13.6 I 6.2 I 14.8 1 1.2 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 1 4 18 20 11 24 3 1M il 
TOTAL 1.2 4.9 22.2 24.7 13.& 29.6 3.7 0 100.0 
_!Alii CHI SQU_ARE ~---2,B3455 __ WITH 6 DEGREES OF fREEDOM. SIGNifiCANC~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 15 
HOW CONCENTRATED ARE REVIEW AND CONTROL 
FUNCTIONS 7 
.aa93 
VAR031 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IHI TOP A QUITE HI MODERATE WIDELY S ROW 
COL PCT IDMIN TOP ADM OELEGAT PREAO TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I b I 7 I II I 
VAR002 --------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 1 I 2 I 2 I 5 I 10 I 9 I 10 I 1 I 40 
PRESID~NT I 2.5 I s.o I 5.0 I 12.5 I 25.0 I 22.5 I 25.0 I 2.5 I so.o 
I 33.3 I 100.0 .•I 33.3. 1 71.4 I 50.0 I 50.0 I 43.5 I 100.0 1 
I 1·.2 I 2.5. I 2.5 I .,.3 I 12.5 I 11.2 I 12.5 · l 1.2 I 
·I--------I--------I--------l--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
2 I 2 I 0 I 4 I 2 I 10 I 9 I 13 I 0 I 40 
CHOB I 5.0 I 0 I 10.0 I 5.0 I 25.0 I 22.5 I l2.S l 0 I 50.0 
I 66.7 I 0 I 66.7 I 28.6 I 50.0 I so.o I Se.S 1 0 I 
I 2.5 I 0 I s.o I Zo5 I 12.5 I 11.2 I 16.2 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1·-------I 
COLUMN 3 2 6 7 20 111 23 1 110 
TOTAL 3.7 2.5 7.5 8.8 25.0 22.5 211.11 1.2 100.0 
IIAW CH!_~~~~-E=._• ___ s_.67702 WITH 7 DEGREES 0~ fREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 15 
HOW CONCENTRATED ARE REVIEW AND CONTROL 
FUNCTIONS? 
.577~ 
VAR032 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I GRANT RE SEl-F GUI GROU~ GU ROW 
COL PCT I fUSE STP DANCE IDIINCE TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I a 1 9 I 
YAR002 -~------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
1 1 0 I 1 I 5 I 8 I 9 I 13 I 4 I 1M I 40 
PRESID[NT I 0 I 2.5 I 12.5 I 20.0 I 22.5 I 32.5 I 10.0 I 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I so.o I 100.0 1 3 •• 4 I 47.4 I so.o I •6.7 I 0 I 
I 0 1 1.2 I 6.2 I 9.9 I 11.1 I 16.0 I 4.9 1 0 1 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 1 I 1 I 0 I 14 I 10 I 13 I 2 I OM I 41 
CHOB I 2.4 I 2.4 I 0 I 34.1 I 24.4 I 31.7 I 4.9 I 0 I SO.& 
I 100.0 I 50.0 I 0 I .. 63.6 I 52.6 I so.o I 33.3 1 0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 0 I 17.3' I 12.3 I (6.0 I 2.5 1 0 I 
-1--------I--------I-------•I--------I--------I--------I..;;.. ______ I--------I 
COLUMN 1 2 5 22 19 26 6 1M i1 
.TOTAL 1.2 2.5 6.2 27.2 23.5 32.1 7.4 0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 8.34459 WITH 6 DEGREES OF fREEDOM. SIGNifiCANCE • 
--------
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 16 
WHAT ARE FACULTY EVALUATIONS AND OTHER 
CONTROL DATA USED FOR? 
.213-l 
VAR032 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I GRANT RE SELF' GUI !5ROU"' GU ROW 
COL PCT I F'USE STP DANCE IDANCI! TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 1 I a I 
YAR002 -·------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
1 I 2 I 0 1 1 I 9 I 15 I 11 I 2 I 40 
PRESIDENT I 5.0 I 0 I 2.5 1 22.5 I 37o5 I 27o5 I 5.0 1 50.0 
I 100.0 I 0 I 33.3 I 42.9 I 65.2 I 44.0 I 50.0 I 
I 2.5 I 0 I 1.2 1 11.2 I 18.8 I 13.7 I z.s I 
-I------~-I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
Z 1 0 I 2 I Z I 12 I 8 I 14 I 2 1 40 
CHOB I 0 I s.o I s.o I 30.0 I zo.o I 35.0 I 5.0 1 so.o 
I 0 I 1GO.O I 66.7 1 57.1 I 34.8 I 56.0 1 50.0 I 
I 0 I 2.5 I 2.5 1 15.0 I 10.0 1 17.5 I z.s 1 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------l 
COLUMN Z 2 3 21 23 25 4 80 
TOTAL 2.5 2.5 3.7 26.2 28.8 31.3 5.0 100.0 
__i.A..IoLCHI SOIJARE • 7o25~~ITH 6 DEGREES OF' fREEDOH~ __ SIGNIFICANC:~- .2981 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 16 
WHAT ARE FACULTY EVALUATIONS AND OTHER 
CONTROL DATA USED FOR? 
VAR034 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I RESLVED ALL ArFE ROW 
COL PCT I SR ADMIN CTEO TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
~AR002 --------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 0 I 3 I 9 I 24 1 4 1 1M I 40 
PRESIOtNT 1 0 I 7.5 I 22.5 I 60.0 I 10.0 I 0 I 49.~ 
I 0 I 27.3 I 42.9 I 58.5 I 66.7 I 0 I 
I 0 I 3.7 I 11.1 I 29., I 4.9 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 2 I 8 I 12 I 17 I 2 I OM I 41 
CH08 I 4.9 I 19.5 I 29.3 I 41.5 I 4.9 I 0 I so.& 
I 100.0 I 72.7 I 57.1 I 41.5 I 33.3 I 0 I 
I 2.5 I 9.9 I 14.8 I 21.0 I 2.5 I 0 1 
-I--------I--------I--------1-~------I--------I--------I . 
COLUMN 2 11 21 41 6 lH 11 
TOTAL 2.5 13.6 25.9 SO.& 7.4 0 100.0 
uw cwr c:ollARE l!l ____ 6 5517't__lfH'I-f 4 DEGREES OF F~~EOOH. SIGNifiCANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 17 
IN YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY, HOW ARE 
CONFLICTS BETWEEN ACADEMIC UNITS 
USUALLY RESOLVED? 
VAR034 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I RESL VED ALL AF"FE ROW 
COL PCT I SR AOMIN CTED TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 4 I S I 6 l 7 I 8 I VAR002 -·------I--------I--------1--------l--·-----I--------I l t 1 I 4 I 7 I 27 I i I 40 
PRESID~NT I 2.5 I 10.0 I 17.5 I 67.5 I 2.5 I 50.0 
t 100.0 I 44.4 I 50.0 I 50.0 I so.o I 
I 1.2 I 5.0 I . s.s I 33.7 I 1.2 I 
-t--------I--------I-------•I•-------1--------I 
2 I 0 I 5 I 7 I 27 I 1 I toO 
· CHOB t 0 I 12.5 I 17.5 I 67.5 I 2.5 I SOoO 
I 0 I 55.6 1 50.0 I 50.0 I 5o.o I 
I 0 I 6.3 I s.a 1 33.7 I 1.2 I 
-I--------I-----~--I--------I--------1--------I 
COLUMN 1 9 14 54 2 80 
TOTAL 1.2 11.2 17.5 67.5 2.5 100.0 
~AW CHI SQUARE • 1.11111 WilH 4 DEGREES OF" FREEDOM. SIGNIF"ICANC[ • 
--------------------~ 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 17 
IN YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY, HOW ARE 
CONFLICTS BETWEEN ACADEMIC UNITS 
USUALLY RESOLVED? 
.a92S 
VAR035 
COUNT I 
ROll PCT I QUITE A Y!RY GR~ ROW 
COL PCT I BIT AT O&:AL TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I I I 9 1 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------1 
1 I 1 I 5 I 3 1 8 I 11 I 12 I HI 1 40 
PRESIO!NT I 2.5 I 12.5 I 7.5 I 20.0 I 27.5 I 30.0 I 0 1 49.4 
I 100.0 I 83.3 I •so.o I 50.0 I 42.3 I 4&.2 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 6.2 I 3.7 1 9~9 I 13.6 I 14.9 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 0 I 1 I 3 I 8 I 15 I 14 I OM 1 41 
CHOB I 0 I 2.4 I 7.3 I 19.5 1 36.6 I 34.1 I 0 1 50.6 
I 0 I l6.7 I 50.0 I 50.0 I 57.7 I 53.8 I 0 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 3.7 I 9.9 I 18.5 I 17.3 I 0 1 
-r--------I--------I-------~I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
COLUMN 1 6 6 16 26 26 IH 81 
TO!AL 1.2 7.4 7.4 19.8 32.1 3Z.l 0 lOU.O 
5 DEGREES Of FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANt~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAiRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 18 
HOW MUCH INTERACTION IS THERE BETWEEN THE 
CHAIRPERSON OF THE BOARD AND THE PRESIDENT? 
.4'101 
VARO:)S 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IVERY LIT SOME QUITE A VEitY !IRE ROW 
COL PCT ITLE BIT .T DEAL TOUL 
TOT PCT I 1 I 3 I 4 I 5 I · 6 I 7 I a 1 9 I 
VAR002 --------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I------·-I 
1 I 1 I 0 I 1 I 4 I 9 I 11 1 14 I OH 1 40 
PRESIO[NT 1 2.5 I 0 I 2.5 1 10.0 I 22.5 I 27.5 I 35.0 1 0 I 50.6 
I lOo.o I 0 I 33.3 I BO.O I 45.0 I 45.8 I 5i.l I 0 I 
I 1.3 I 0 I 1.3 I 5.1 I 11.4 I 13.9 I 17.7 1 0 I 
-I--------I--------t--------1-------~I--------I--------I--------I-----•--I 
2 t 0 I 2 I 2 I 1 I 11 I 13 I l 0 I 1 H I 39 
CHOB I 0 I 5.1 I 5.1 1 2.6 I 28.2 I 33.3 I 25.i 1 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I 100.0 I' 66.7 I 20.0 I 55.0 I 54.2 I 41.7 1 0 I 
J 0 I 2.5 I 2.5 I 1.3 I 13.9 I lioS I 12.7 1 0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 1 2 3 5 20 2'+ ~4 lH 79 
TOTAL 1.3 2.5 3.8 io3 25.3 30.4 30.4 0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 6.15499 WITH 6 DEGREES OF fREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • 
---~~ 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 18 
HOW MUCH INTERACTION IS THERE BETWEEN THE 
CHAIRPERSON OF THE BOARD AND THE PRESIDENT? 
.4061 
YAR002 
PRESIDE~T 
CHOB 
VAR036 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I SOHETIHE OFTEN VERY OFT 
COL PCT I S EN 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I S I 6 I 7 I a 1 9 I 
--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
1 I 1 I 1 I 2 I 7 I 10 I 15 I ... I lH I 
I 2.5 I 2.5 I S.O I 17.5 I 25.0 I 37.5 I 10.0 I 0 I 
I 100.0 I 100.0 I ,6.7 I 53.8 I 45.5 I 55.6 I 2a.• I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 2.5 I 8.6 I 12.3 I 18.5 I 4.9 1 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I 
2 I 0 I 0 I 1 I 6 I 12 I 12 I 10 I 014 I 
I 0 I 0 I 2.4 I 14.6 I 29.3 I 29.3 I 24.... 1 0 I 
I 0 I 0 I 33.3 1 4•.2 I 54.5 I 44.4 I 71.4 I 0 I 
I 0 I 0 I 1.2 I 7.4 I 14.8 I 14.8 I 12.3 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
COLUMN 1 1 3 13 22 27 1... Ht 
TOTAL 1.2 1.2 3.7 16.0 27.2 33.3 17.3 0 
5.485}3 WI_JH 
__ 6_0=-:EGRE~~ OF__!"_REEDOHo SIGNIFICANCI:C • __ ._4_8~2 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 19 
HOW OFTEN DO THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE BOARD 
AND THE PRESIDENT SHARE IDEAS? 
ROW 
TOTAL 
41 
so.6 
11 
100.0 
VARQ36 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I SOMETIME OFTEN VERY OfT ROW 
COL PCT I S !N TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I a I 9 I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------l--------1--------I 
1 I 2 I 0 I 3 I 6 I 9 I 7 I 13 I OH I 40 
PRESIDENT I s.o I 0 I 7.5 I. lSoO I 22.5 I 17.5 I J~.S I 0 I 50.6 
I 100.0 I 0 I 37.5 1 60.~ I 50.0 I 36.8 I ~1.9 I 0 I 
I ;z.5 l 0 I 3.8 I 7.6 I ll.4 I 8.9 I 1i.5 I 0 I 
-J--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------J 
2 I 0 I 1 I 5 I 4 1 9 I 12 I a I 1 H J 39 
CHOB I 0 I 2.6 I 12.8 I 10.3 I 23.1 I 30.a I 20.5 l 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I 100.0 I 62.5 I 4Do0 I 50.0 I 63.2 1 38.1 I 0 I 
I 0 I 1.3 I 6.3 1 Sol I 11.4 l 15.2 I 10.1 1 0 I 
-I--------I--------I~-------I-~------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 2 1 8 10 18 19 i?l lH 79 
lOYAL 2.5 l.J 10.1 12.7 22.8 2lto1 2io6 0 100.0 
RAW CH.l SQUARE • 6.3946~ W~IT~H~---6~D~E~GREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNifiCANC~ __ • ___ ._J_B_o_s __ __ 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 19 
HOW OFTEN DO THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE BOARD 
AND THE PRESIDENT SHARE IDEAS? 
VAR0:)7 
COUNT 1 
ROW PCT I QUITE CO VERY COM ROW 
COL PCT I HPETENT PETI!:NT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 4 I 5 1 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I--------I--•-----I--------I--------I--------1 1 I 1 I 3 I 5 I 12 I 15 I 4 I 1M I 40 
PRE5ID[NT- I 2.5 I 7.5 I 12.5 I ·30.0 I 37.5 I 10.0 I 0 I 49.4 
I 100.0 I 60.0 I 35.7 I 63.2 I 48.4 I 36.4 I 0 1 
I 1.2 I 3.7 I 6o2 I 14.8 I 18.5 I 4o9 I 0 1 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
2 I 0 I 2 I 9 1 7 I 16 I 7 I OH 1 41 
CHOB I 0 I 4.9 I 22.0 I 11.1 I 39.0 · I 11.1 I 0 I !50.6 
I 0 I 40.0 I 64.3 I 3i.& I 51.6 I 63.6 I 0 1 
I 0 I 2.5 I 11.1 1 8.6 I 19.8 I 8.6- I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I•-------1 COLUMN 1 5 14 19 31 ll 1M Ill 
TOTAL 1.2 6.2 17.3 23.5 38.3 13.6 0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE_~_ 5 DEGREES Of fREEDOHo __ ~IGNlfJCANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 20 A 
HOW COMPETENT IS THE BOARD AS A WHOLE AS 
A POLICY MAKING BODY? 
.4802 
VAR037 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I SOMEWHAT Q.UITE CO VERY COM ROW 
COL PCT I COMPETE HPETENT PETENT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I II 1 
YAR002 ·-------I---·----I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
1 I 2 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 13 I 12 I 4 1 40 
PRESIO[NT I 5.0 I 5.0 I 7oS I 10.0 I 32.5 I 30.0 I 10.0 I 50.0 
I 100.0 I 66.7 I 75.0 I 30.8 I 44.8 I 57.1 I 50.0 I 
I 2.5 I 2.5 I 3.7 I s.o I 16.2 I 15.0 I 5.0 I 
-I------~-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
2 I 0 I 1 I 1 I 9 I 16 I 9 I 4 l 40 
CHOB I 0 I 2.5 I 2.5 I 22.5 I 40.0 I 22.5 I 10.0 I so.o 
I 0 I 33.3 I 25.0 I 69.2 I 55.2 I 42.9 I so.o I 
I 0 .I 1.2 I 1.2 1 U.2 I 20.0 I 11.2 I s.o I 
-I--------I--------I·-------I---~----1--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 2 3 . 4 13 29 21 II 10 
TOTAL 2.5 3.7 S.O · 14.2 36.2 24o.i! 10.0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 5.99533 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 20 A 
HOW COMPETENT IS THE BOARD AS A WHOLE AS 
A POLICY MAKING BODY? 
.4<!37 
----
VAR038 
COUNT I 
. ROW PCT I SOMEWHAT QUITE CO VERY COM ROW 
COL PCT I C6HPETE HPETENT PETI!NT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 1 I I I 9 I 
VAR002 -·-----I-------I--------I-------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
1 I 1 I 1 I 15 I 14 I 4 I 4 I 1 I HI I 40 
,RESIDENT I 2.5 I 2.5 I 37.5 I 35.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 I 2.5 1 0 I 49.4 
I so.o I 25.0 I 57.7 I 50.0 I 44.4 I 44.4 I 33.3 1 0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 18.5 I 17.3 I 4.9 I 4.9 I 1.2 1 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
2 I 1 I l I 11 1 14 I 5 I 5 I 2 I OM I 41 
CHOB I 2.4 I 7.3 I 26.8 1 34.1 I 12.2 I 12.a I 4.9 I 0 I 50.6 
I So.o I 75.0 I 42.3 I 50.0 I 55.6 I 55.& I ii.7 1 0 I 
I 1.2 I 3.7 I I3.6 I· 17.3 I 6.2 I i.a I 2.5 1 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 2 4 26 2& 9 9 J 1M Ill 
TOTAL 2.5 4.9 32.1 . 34.i 11.1' 11.1 3.7 0 100.0 
_Htt....CtlLSQIJARE • 6 DEGREES Of fREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • 
------------
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 20 B 
HOW COMPETENT IS THE BOARD AS A WHOLE IN THE 
FIELD OF EDUCATION? 
.9045 
VAR038 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I SOMEWHAT QUITE CO ROW 
COL PCT I COMPETE HPETENT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 3 I 4 I S I 6 I 1 I 
VAR002 -.------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 1 I 3 I 6 I 7 I 9 I . 9 I 6 I . 40 
PRESID~NT I 7.5 I 15.0 I 17.5 l 22.5 I 22.5 I 15.0 I 50.0 
I 60.0 I 66.7 I 43.8 I 47.4 I 40o9 I 66.7 l 
I 3o7 I 7.5 I s.s I 11.2 I 11.2 I 7.5 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 2 I 3 I 9 I 10 I 13 I 3 I toO 
CHOB I 5.0 I 7.5 I 22.5 I 25.0 I 32.5 I 7.5 I 50.0 
I 40.0 I :u.3 I 56.3 I' 52.6 I 59.1 I 33.3 I 
I z.s I 3.7 I 11.2 I 12.5 I 16.2 I 3.7 I 
-I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 5 9 16 19 22 9 80 
TOTAL 6.3 11.2 20.0 23.8 27.5 11.2 100.0 
~All CHI SQUARE • 5 DEGREES OF fREEDOM. SIGNIFICANC~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTi COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 20 B 
HOW COMPETENT IS THE BOARD AS A WHOLE IN THE 
FIELD OF EDUCATION? 
" 
VAR039 
COUNT I 
ROlli PCT ISOHE CONSIDER VERY GRE ROW 
COL PCT I ABLE AT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 3 I 4 I 5 1 6 I 7 I II I 9 1 
IR002 --------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 3 I 10 I 27 I IH I 40 
PRESIDI!:NT I 0 I 0 I 0 I 7.5 I 2S.O I 67.5 I 0 1 49.4 
I 0 I 0 I 0 I 21 .4 I SO. 0 I 65.9 I 0 I 
I 0 I 0 I 0 I 3.7 I 12.3 I 33.3 I 0 I 
-1---~----1--------1--------I--------1--------1--------I--------I 
2 I 1 I 3 I 2 I 11 I l 0 I 14 I OM I 41 
CH08 t 2.4 I 7.3 I 4.9 I 26.8 I 24.4 I 34.1 I 0 I so.& 
I 100.0 I 100.0 I 100.0 I 78.6 I 50.0 I 34.1 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 3.7 I 2.5 I 1a,6 I 12.3 I 17.3 I 0 1 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
COLUMN 1 . 3 2 14 20 41 1M 81 
TOTAL 1.2 3.7 2.5 17.3 24.7 50.6 0 100.0 
~lll CHI SQUARE • 14.68327 WITH S DEGREES OF FREEDOM. S1GN1YICANCf • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS· 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 21 A 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL RESPONSIBLE FOR 
SEEING THAT THE FOLLOWING ARE ACHIEVED IN 
YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY: A) EDUCATIONAL 
EXCELLENCE? 
.0118 
VAR039 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISOME CONSIDER VERY GRf: ROW 
COL PCT I ABLE , AT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 1 I 8 I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 1 I 0 I 0 I 1 I 4 I 11 I 24 I 40 
PRESIDENT I 0 I 0 I 2.5 I 10o0 I 27.5 I 60.0 I so.o 
I 0 I 0 I 9~1 I 40.0 I 40.7 I ao.o I 
I 0 I 0 I 1.2 I 5.0 I 13.7 I 30.0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I 2 I 1 I 1 I 10 I 6 I 16 I 6 I 40 
CHOB I 2.5 I 2.5 I 25.0 1 15.0 I 40.0 I 15.0 I 50.0 
I 100.0 I 100.0 I 90.9 i 60.0 I 59.3 I 20.0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 12.5 1 7.5 I 20.0 I 7.5 I 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I COLUMN 1 1 11 10 27 30 &0 
'l'OTAL 1.~ 1.2 13.7 12.5 33o7 37.5 100.0 
RAW CHL SQUARE • 2lo4!J956 WI_T,~H:__ _ _::cS~DE:cG,_,R_,E..,E.;:S,_,.Q"-f-'-f..._R.._EE::,;D.,_O::..~H"-'•"---'S"-'I._.G .. N.,.I.._f_.I.,.C.c:Ac:.NC""E"'-•-
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 21 A 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL RESPONSIBLE FOR 
SEEING THAT THE FOLLOWING ARE ACHIEVED IN 
YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY: A) EDUCATIONAL 
EXCELLENCE? 
.0001 
VAROitO 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ICONSIOER VERY GRE ROW 
COL PCT IABLE AT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
VAR002 -.------I--------I--------I--------1--------I----·---I 
1 I 0 1 1 I 11 1 28 I 1 H I 40 
PRESID!NT I 0 I 2.5 I 27.5 I 70o0 1 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I 25.0 I 44.0 I 54.9 I 0 I 
I 0 I 1.2 I 13.6 I 34.6 I 0 I 
-I--------I-·-------I--------I --------I--------1 
2 I 1 I 3 I 14 I 23 I OH I 41 
CHOB I 2.4 I 7.3 I 34.1 I 56.1 I 0 I 50.6 
I 100.0 I 7S.o I 56.0 I 45.1 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 3.7 I 17.3 I 28.4 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
COLUMN 1 4 25 51 lM Bl 
TOTAL. 1.2 4.9 30.9 &3.0 0 100.0 
__liAlL CliL.S.QUARE _!! _ ___z_.,aJ828 \Hll'1 --~ QEGRE:ES Of fRE~H-.. __ ~JGNiflCAN<;P.: • ~ 72 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 21 B 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL RESPONSIBLE FOR 
SEEING THAT THE FOLLOWING ARE ACHIEVED IN 
YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY: B) FISCAL 
STABILITY? 
VAR040 
COUNT t 
ROW PCT I VERY GRE ROW COL PCT I AT TOTAL TOT PCT I 6 I 7 I 8 I VAR002 
--------I--------I--------1--------I 
1 I ~ I 7 I 31 I 40 
,.RESIDENT I s.o I 17.5 I 77.5 I so.o 
I 40.0 I 25.9 I 64.6 I 
I 2.5 I a.a I 38.7 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 3 1 20 I 17 I 40 CHOB I 7.5 I 50.0 I 42.5 1 so.o I 60.0 I 74.1 I 35.4 I I 3.7 1 zs.o 1 21.2 1 
-I--------1--------I--------I COLUMN 5 27 48 1:10 TOTAL 6.3. 33.7 60.0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 10.5~59 W_I~J_H ______ 2__ DE_G_R_E_E_S __ O_F __ F_R_E_E_D_OM~·--S_l~G_N~I~F~I~C_A_N~C~~·-
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 21 B 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL RESPONSIBLE FOR 
SEEING THAT THE FOLLOWING ARE ACHIEVED IN 
YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY: B) FISCAL 
STABILITY? 
.0051 
VAR041 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I CONSIDf:R VERY GRE ROll 
COL PCT I AiLE AT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 1 I 0 I 3 1 9 I 27 I 1M I 40 
PRESID~NT I 2.5 I 0 I 7.5 I 22.5 I 67.5 I 0 I 49.4 
I SO.O I 0 I 37.5 I 37o5 I 58.7 I 0 I 
I 1. 2 I 0 I 3. 7 I 11.1 I 33.3 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
2 l 1 I 1 I 5 I 15 I 19 I OM I 41 
CHOB I 2.4 I 2.4 I 12.2 I 34.6 I 46.3 I 0 I 50.6 
I 50.0 I 1QO.O I 62.5 I 62.5 I 41.3 I 0 I 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 6.2 I 18.5 I 23.5 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I-----•--I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 2 1 8 24 46 IH 11 
TOTAL 2.5 1.2 9.9 29.6 56.11 0 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE • • DEGREES Or fREEDOM. SIGNifiCANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 22 
TO WHAT EXTENT IS THE COMMUNICATION CANDID 
AND OPEN BETWEEN THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE 
BOARD AND THE PRESIDENT? 
.3571 
VAROU 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I CONS IOER YI!:RY GR!: ROW 
COL PCT I ABLE AT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 1 I 8 I 9 I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I--------I-•------I-·------I--------I··------1 
1 I 1 I 1 I 1 I 5 I 12 I ZO I OH I 40 
PRESIOI!:NT I 2.5 I 2.5 I Zo5 I 12.5 I 30.0 I 50.0 I 0 1 50.6 
I 100.0 I so.o I zo.o I 55.6 I sz.z I 51.3 I 0 I 
I 1.3 I 1.3 I 1.3 I '·3 I 15.2 I 25.3 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------I----•---1--------I--------I--------I·-------I 
Z I 0 I 1 I 4 I 4 I 11 I 19 I 114 I 39 
CH08 I 0 I 2.6 I 10.3 1 10.3 I 28.2 I 4i.7 I 0 I 49.4 
I 0 I so.o I BO.O I 44.4 I 47.8 I 48.7 I 0 I 
I 0 I 1.J I 5.1 I 5.1 I 13.9 1 24.1 I o 1 
•I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
COLUMN 1 2 5 9 23 39 IH 79 
'TOTAL 1.3 Z.S '·3 11.4 29.1 49.4 0 100.0 
_nR~A~W_C~H~I~SuO~U~A~R~E~·----~2~96805 WITH ~ DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ~RTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 22 
TO WHAT EXTENT IS THE COMMUNICATION CANDID 
AND OPEN BETWEEN THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE 
BOARD AND THE PRESIDENT? 
.7049 
VAR042 
COUNT I 
ROW -PCT !SOMEWHAT QUITE SA VERY SU ROW 
COL PCT I SAT T TOTAL 
TOT PCT I J I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 
VAR002 --------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
1 I 2 I 1 I 3 I 6 I 9 I 19 I 1M I 40 
PRESID[NT I 5.0 I 2.5 I 7.5 I 15.0 I 22.5 I 47.5 I 0 I 49.4 
I 100.0 I 33.3 I 100.0 1 46o2 1 33.3 I 57.6 I 0 I 
I 2.5 I 1.2 I 3.7 I 7.4 I 11.1 I 23.5 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2 I 0 I 2 I 0 1--· 1 I la I 14 I OM I 41 
CHOB I 0 I 4. 9 I 0 I 11.1 I 4 3. 9 I 3 4. l I 0 I 50 • 6 
I 0 I 66.7 I 0 I 53.8 I 66.7 I 4Zo4 I 0 I 
I 0 I 2.5 I 0 I 8.6 I 22.2 I 17.3 I 0 1 
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 2 3 3 13 27 33 11'1 81 
TOTAL 2.5 3.7 3.7 16.0 33.3 40.7 0 100.0 
RAN CHI SQUARE • 5 DEGREES 0~ FREEDOHo S1GNIFICANC~ • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION 23 
HOW SATISFYING IS YOUR WORK WITH THE 
: COLLEGE? 
.1030 
VARO~;! 
COUNJ I 
ROW PeT I SOHEiiHAT QUIT! SA n:~Y SAT ROW 
COL PCT I SAT T TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 2 I J I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I a I 
VAR002 ···------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 1 I 1 I 1 I 2 I 4 I 8 I 11 I 13 1 40 
'RESID!NT I 2.5 I 2.5 I S.O I 10.0 I 20.0 I 27.5 ! 32.5 I so.o 
I 100.0 I 50.0 I 50.0 I 80.0 I SO.o I 40.7 I 52.0 1 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 2.5 I 5.0 1 10.0 I 13.7 I 1~.2 1 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------l 2 I 0 I 1 .r 2 I 1 l 8 1 I& I 12 1 40 
CHOB I d i ~.s I s.o I 2.5 I 20.0 I 40.0 I JG.O I 50.0 
I 0 I so.o I 50.0 1 20.0 I 50.0 I 59.3 I ~i.O 1 
I 0 I 1.2 I z.s I 1.2 I 10.0 I zo.o l 15.0 1 
•l--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--J-----I--------I 
COLUMN 1 Z It 5 16 27 Z5 10 
TOTAL 1.2 2.5 5.0 •• 3 20.0 33.7 31.3 100.0 
_ _:II!:::;A:.:Ii:...:C::.:.H:,:I....;:S::::O;;::U:;:.AR~E~•::.__ _ __::3_:•..:_7~65::_9~3:._:W:;I~T:_:H:.._ _ :.6__:::DE::_G:::·R.:._-:EES OF FREEDOM • SIGN I fl CANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION 23 
HOW SATISFYING IS YOUR WORK WITH THE 
COLLEGE? 
.7083 
V.&.R043 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IVERY LIT SOME QUITE A VERY GRE ROI 
COL PCT ITLE BIT AT DE4L TOT4 
TOT P<:T I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I • I 7 1 i I 9 I 
/AR002 --------I--------I--------I--------I------·-I--------I--------I--------1-----··-I--------I 
1 I 2 I 7 I 6 I 15' I 5 I 2 I 2 1 1 1 1M 1 
PRESIO[NT I S.Q I 17.5 I 15.0 I 37.5 I 12.5 I 5.0 I 5o0 1 z.s 1 0 I 49. 
I 66.7 I 63.6 I so.o 1 . 53.6 I 41.7 I 25o0 I 33.3 1 100.0 I 0 1 
I 2.5 I 8.6 I 7.4 I 18.5 I 6.2 I 2.5 I ~.5 1 1.2 I 0 1 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I·-------I 
2 I 1 I 4 I 6 I 13 I 7 I 6 I 4 1 0 1 OH I 
CHOB I 2.4 I 9.8 I 14.6 I 31.7 I 17.1 I 14.& I 9.8 I 0 I o I SO. 
I 33.3 I 36.4 I so.o I 46.4 I 58.3 I 75.0 I ''·7 1 0 1 o 1 
I 1.2 I 4.9 I 7.4 I 1,.0 I 8.6 I 7.4 I 4.9 1 0 I 0 I 
-I--------I--------1--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
COLUMN 3 11 12 28 12 8 6 1 1M 1 
TOTAL 3.7 13.6 14.8 34.6 14.8 9.9 7.4 1.2 0 100, 
~AW CHI SQUARE • 5.28283 WITH 7 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION A 
TO WHAT EXTENT ARE FORMAL MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEMS BEING UTILIZED IN YOUR COLLEGE? 
(EXAMPLE: MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES; 
MBO) 
N 
0 
0 
VAROt.3 
COUN-T I 
ROW PCT IVERY LIT SOME UUITE A ROW 
COL ~T ITLE BIT TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 1 I 2 I 3 I lt I 5 I 6 I 7 I 
VARooz -----·--I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------r--------I 
1 I 2 1 6 I 5 I 13 I 5 1 4 I S 1 40 
,RESIDENT I s.o I 15.0 I 12.5 1 32.5 I 12.5 I 10.0 I 12.5 1 50.0 
I 40.0 I 15.0 I 62.5 I 6I.9 I 29.4 I 28.i I 71.4 I 
I 2.5 I 7.5 I 6.3 I 1&.2 I 6.3 I s.o I i.3 1 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
2 I 3 I 2 I 3 I 8 I 12 I 10 I 2 1 40 
CHOB I 7.5 I S.O I 7.5 1 20.0 I Jo.o I 25.0 l s.o I so.o 
I 60.0 I 25.0 I 37.5 I 3S.l I 70.6 I 71.4 I 2i.i I 
I 3.7 I 2.5 I 3.7 I 10.0 I 15.0 I 12.5 I 2.5 I 
-I-----~-~i--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
COLIJMN 5 8 8 21 17 14 7 10 
TOTAL 6.3 10.0 10.0 2&.2 21.2 17.5 a.a 100.0· 
RAW CHI SQUARE • 10.62997 WITH 6 DEGREES OF fREEDUH. SIGNifiCANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION A 
TO WHAT EXTENT ARE FORMAL MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEMS BEING UTILIZED IN YOUR COLLEGE? (EXAMPLE: MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES; 
MBO) 
olOO:i 
N 
0 
...... 
:. : VAR0'44 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT It.IMJTEDL fAIRLY W CLEARLY ROW 
COL PCT IY ELL TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I a I 9 I 
VAROOZ --------I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
1 I 2 I 2 I 12 I 14 I 7 I 3 I IH i loO 
PRESIDENT I 5.0 I 5.0 I JO.O I 35.0 I 17.5 I 7.5 I 0 I 49.4 
I 66.7 I 66.7 I 48.0 I 50.0 I 43.8 I 50.0 I 0 1 
I 2.5 I 2.5 I 1~.8 .. 1:. 17.3 I 8.6 I 3.7 1 0 I 
-I--------I~-------I--------I~~------I--------I--------I--------1 
2 I 1 I I 1 13 I 14 I 9 I 3 I OM 1 41 
CHOB I 2.4 I 2.4 I 31.7 I 34.1 I 22.0 l 7.3 ! 0 I 50.6 
I 33.3 I 33.3 I 52.0 I 50.0 I 56.3 I so.o I 0 1 
I 1.2 I 1.2 I 16.0 I 17.3 I 11.1 I 3.7 I 0 1 
-x--------I--------x--------I--------I--------I--------x--------1 
COLUMN 3 3 25 28 16 6 11'1 11 
TOTAL 3. 7 3. 7 30.9 34.6 19.8 7.4 0 100.0 
~-~!:i.! SQUARE • _____ ._94446 WITH 5 DEGREES OF fREEDOM. SIGN1f"ICAI-ICE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE I 
QUESTION B 
HOW WELL ARE THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR 
YOUR COLLEGE DEFINED? 
N 
0 
N 
'IAR0'4 · 
COIJNT I 
ROW PCT ILIHITEOL fAIRLY W CLEARLY ROW 
Cot. PCT 1'1' ELL TOTAL 
TOT PCT I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 
YAROOZ -----·--I--------I·-------I··------I·-------I--------1--------I 
1 I 3 I 3 I 10 I 9 I 11 I 4 I 40 
PRESIO!NT I 7.5 I 7.5 I 25.0 I 22.5 I 27.5 I 10.0 I 50.0 
I 60.0 I 75.0 I 41.7 I 40.9 I 64.7 I so.o I 
1 3.7 I 3.7 I 12.5 I 11.2 1 13.7 I s.o I 
-I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 2 1 2 I 1 I 14 1 13 I 6 I 4 I itO 
CHOB I 5.0 I 2.5 I 35.0 I 32.5 I 15.0 1 10.0 I SO.O 
I 40.0 1 25.0 I 58.3 I 59.1 I 35.3 I so.o I 
I 2.5 I 1.2 I 17.5 I 1~.2 1 7.5 I 5.0 I 
•I--------I·-~-----I--------I--------1--------1--------I COLUMN 5 4 24 22 17 II 110 
TOTAL 6.3 5.0 30.0 27.5 21.2 10.0 100.0 
RAW CHI S.OUARE • __ 4.Q6453 ~ITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFJCANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHAIRPERSONS 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE TYPE II 
QUESTION B 
HOW WELL ARE THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR 
YOUR COLLEGE DEFINED? 
.5402 
N 
0 
w 
APPENDIX L 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISONS OF RESPONSES OF 
PRESIDENTS, LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES 
TYPES I AND II 
204 
...... - > '• ~· I • 
COUNT 
ROW PCT I QV ITE A Vt:rH uRE t<Ow 
-,-,_..,. __-----~C~f- t-ublt:--TUTAt------
TOT PCl I . 2-.1 4,1 5,1 . 6ol 7.1 8.1 
--------r---,~----1-------:--I.--------x-.--~---~ I --------1--------1 ·'.'c~AROoS •· 
-'--O--'------+.--r---'-':..._,fl--t---'6-.....Y---r4c---rt--r---r~'---r-----"~r--r-,9----- ---
Hl A P"lES II 8. 7 10 .1 JO • 4 I 39. 1 11 • 6 53. 1 
0 75.0 35.11 51.2 I 5~.7 I 61.5 l 
t---u--I--'r.-6 I 5.'> t H>ol! ~8--r-----&;c--I --------------
-I--------1·-------1--------l--------1--------I--------1 2. T 2 . I 2 I 13 I . 20 I 19 I 5 I 61 
---tL:ft>HAr-Pf'~!'l~E'SS-----II--99-.,-3)--J-J-~3.-,JJ----ti----c-toJ 1 32,tl 1 Jt,l I O.-c---I __ ,__ ______ -
I luO,O I 25,0 I 65.0 1 Qd,H I 41,3 l 38.5 I 
I 1.5 I 1,5 I 10.0 I 15.4 I 14,6 I 3,d I 
t------1 l J.. -t~---1------I----- ----------
COLUMN 2 >'I 20 'tl 46 13 130 
TOTAL 1.5 6,2 l5,4 31.5 35,4 IU.O 100.0 
__ ~.;_A_W_C:_rl_;1:__;S:_Q:_U_A_R.:E:._= _ __;-,...:•_:4_;'+_:_3_:_8_:_8_w..;,I..:,f_;I1 ___ S_::_DE:::;:GR E E;, OF f ~~ E E 1JlJ '1 • ~ I urH F l CA1>4CE 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS , 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 1 
HOW MUCH CONFIDENCE AND TRUST 
IS SHOWN IN THE FACULTY BY 
ADMINISTRATORS? 
.1897 
·, 
. :'-: 
COUNT 
RUi'l f>CT !;Ut~f:l'ltiAT QU ITt:. f"K Vf:f{Y FRt RvW 
CUt ~ C f f~E:E EE e-----------1-o-t llc-----
·TOT PCT t 2.1 3.1 · .•hi 5.1 6.1 7.1 Hol 
~~------I--------I--------r--------I----~---I--------I--------I--------1 1. I 0 I f I !S i l! I 1 ~ I <!5 I 9 I I'S? 
HI A PRES I 0 I 2.9 I 7.2 I 17.4 I 23.2 I 3b.2 I 13.0 I 5~.1 
I 0 I 100.0 I 45.5 I 46o2 I 41.0 I &1.b I a4.3 I 
I d I t.:; I . :3.8 I 1of 1 ll.3 1 lo,i.c I .,;qr---t-t--
-J--------I--------r-------~I--------I--------1--------I--------I 2. I 1 I 0 ·. I . 6 1.. 14 I 23 I 1<' I 5 I 61 
L6 A P'!ES I 1.6 1 e I 9.A I 23•0 I 31.1-t--l~•f--t---8•c--f --46-.'t----
J 100.0 l o· I 54.5 1 53.8 1 ~~.o I J<'.~ 1 J~.7 I 
I .A I 0 I 4.6 I 10.d I 17.7 I ~.c I J.H 1 
--------------------r-------~-------r-------T------~r-------r--------1------ -r-----------
. COLliMN 
TOTAL 
. 1 . 2 
.a 1.5 
11 
'a.s 
26 
zo.o 
39 
Jo.o 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 2 
HOW FREE DO FACULTY FEEL TO TALK 
TO ADMINISTRATORS ABOUT THEIR 
WORK? 
37 14 
2~.s to.a 
130 
100.0 
• 1353~-----
N 
0 
0\ 
COUNT I 
ROW f-'Cl !RAKELY vFTEN Vt:OH Ul'"r ~0" 
COL t'€ t:r~ Tt>f"At-------
TOT PCT I 1.1 4.1 S.;l. 6.1 /.I 8.! 
VAFI065 --------I--------I--------l-------~1---~----I--------I--------I 
l. t 0 I 3 I ~ ( H I ~1 I ~ 1 l 6<;----
HI A PRES T 0 I ~.J I 13.0 1 27.5 I 39.1 I 15.9 I 53.1 
I 0 I 42.9 I ~5.0 I 51.4 ! bD.O 1 55.0 I 
-----------y- t e.3 r-----o.'} 1 t'<.b 1 eo.tl J--.s•:r--r---- -----------
-r--------1--------r--------1--------1--------I--------I 
2. I 1 ··I 4 I 11 I 18 I 18 I 9 1 &I 
LO A P~I'S I 1.6 I 6.6 1 18.6 I Z:';I.S I c9.5 I l<t-;8 I "~----
1 1oo.o I 57.1 1 ss.o I 48.6 1 ~o.o 1 45.0 I 
I .a I 3.1 I 8.5 I 1J.H I 13.8 I 6.9 I 
--!-----I-----------
.. ~- . COLUMN ::.1 7. 20 37 45 20 130 
TOIAL :o8 5.'< 15.4 2S.5 34.6 15.4 100.0 
__ R_A_.-_C_H_I_S_O_U_A_~_:_E_= ___ z--'-. 6_B8_5_2_w_I::_T_H ___ S_D_::E~G:...fl...::E:.:Ec..~__:O...:.F_F_RE_E_O_U_M ~-5_1 ~N l fl CANC!:. "' • 7172 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 3 
HOW OFTEN ARE FACULTY MEMBERS' 
IDEAS SOUGHT AND USED CONSTRUC-
TIVELY? 
COU"'T 
<{0~ I'Cf !lloboC VC Mil [~ILY t) I) ANIJ t: HVw 
-------f.Ttt-·,..t;'f--~-;r wtttr --···· · ---- --·1(1fli.L 
Tor Pel I 1.1 l.I ~.1 a.I f.I 8.1 
VA~06~ --------I--------I-~------1--------I--------I--------I--------l I I 1 1 f 3 I 14 I 38-t--tj?--t·-----f>'t" -- -----
HI A pqf$ t 1.4 1 1.4 I 4.3 I 20.3 I 55.1 I 17.~ I 53.1 
I 50.0 1 IUU.U I 27.3 I 6J.h I Si.4 I 60.0 I 
1 .8 .-ti--t-- zo.::~ t-rtr.a--t-e,.-r-t-<r.-2--I--··-------
-I--------r--------l--------I--------l--------I--------I 
2. I 1 I 0 1 8 1 S 1 36 I 8 I 61 
Ul 6. P~t:S I 1.6 I IJ I 13.1 I H-o-t---I---'54-.a--r--·LL.I-1-if6<9--·-----· 
T So.o I 0 I 72.7 1 Ja.~ I 48.h I 40.0 I 
I .8 I U I 6.2 I 6.2 I 27.7 I 6.2 I 
-----f----:t --t------1-------t-------- I-. 
Cui_uo11~ 2 1 11 22 74 20 130 
TOIAL 1.5 .8 8.5 16.9 56.9 15.4 100.0 
_j;lAW CHI c:nt !our -
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 4 
IS PREDOMINANT USE MADE OF: A} FEAR, 
B) THREATS, C) PUNISHMENT, D) REWARDS, 
E) INVOLVEMENT? 
N 
0 
00 
··. ·. :.<.· 
.... ·~ . ·."" . . ,·. ~ ·::. ~. 
. ~-:... ! ,· 1 • .... :....;.·. '. 
COUNT I 
RO~ PCT ITOP AOMI TOP AND FAC ANO All LE¥~ MUW 
COL PCT m llld At) ---t,.3------Htt-llc-------
:. -TOT PCT I l.I 3.1 ·It~ I 5.1 6.1 7.1 l-l.l 
----~---I--------I--------t-----~--1--------I-------~I--------I--------l 
. . ~1--tt-:r---6-?------
HI A PRE:i u u 0 10 .1 J~ .1 3'+. S I 15.9 1 53.1 
0 0 0 33 • J 65.9 I 53.3 I 64.7 I 
I d I 0 I 0 t-"5;;4 1 f1t;8-·1·--·-lts;,:o· I-··- B.S· · 1·---
-I----~--~I--------I-------~1--------I--------I--------I--------1 
~. I 1 I 3 1 2 I 14 I 14 I <!1 1 6 1 61 
I 1.6 I 4.9 I J.J 1 2Jotl I C'J.e I 34·... f 9-.-tl--l-4o.~-----~ A PRES 
I 100.0 I 100.0 1 100.0 1 o&.7 I 34•1 I 46.7 I JS.J 1 
I .8 l l.3 I 1.5 1 10.8 I lo.~ I 16.2 I 4.& 1 
---:------·---1 I----1-----t--- ----------
. COUJMN .·,:· 1 3 . · ·2 · 21 41 45 17 130 
TOTAL . - .a 2.3· 1.5 16.2 31.5 34.& 13.1 tOu.u 
RAW CHI SQUAME= 1l.685J9 WITH 6 dEGR~E~ Of fREEU0M. ·SIGNIFICANCE 
--....-u~----~----__::_ ____ ___::__.:.__._ _____ ·----- . -
RESPONSES OF PRES.! DENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 5 A 
WHERE IS RESPONSIBILITY FELT 
FOR ACHIEVING ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE? 
.o3J4 ______ _ 
N 
0 
\0 
COUNT 
RO'I PCT I TOP ADM I TOP AND FAC ANO ALL LE lit. KOW 
-------CC1ot.~rr- ~i A()tll --t:r------fOTAL---
TOT PCT I 1.1 lol 3•1 4.1 S.I 6.I 1.1 ~.I 
VA~065. · --------I--------I--------I--------L--------I--------I--------I--------1--------I 
. I 2 I . 13 I 6 t . 7 f 15 t . 11 I 6-----t--- ---3 --- r-----6~- --
HI A PRF.:S T 2.9 I 1tl.8 1 8.7 1 10.1 I 21.7 I 24.6 I d.7 I 4.J I 53.1 
T 25.0 I 52.0 1 46.2 I 50.0 I ·55.6 I 81.0 I 40.0 1 42.9 I 
• f 16.0 l 4.6 t 5.4 l 11.5 I t:l;.-t--r-4•6--r--~.-:r-r------- --
-T--------I--------I--------1~-------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2. T 6 I 12 I 7 1 7 I 12 I 4 I 9 i 4 I 61 
__ __,Lf-101't--A.r-il"l>ii!~F~S:r------1Jf--~9ofl I t·~.7 f 11.5 I 11.5 1 1~.7 J--6·-.-tt--r-t4.-tt-t--6-;6--t-46•~-­
I 75.0 I 48.0 1 53.8 1 so.o I 44.4 I 19.0 I 60.0 1 57.1 I 
T 4.6 I 9.2 I 5.4 1 5.4 1 ~.2 1 3.1 I &.9 1 3.1 I 
-~----:------1~----I-----:--l------cl----I--- I-----1---r----- -· 
COLUMN B 25 13 14 27 21 15 7 1..iU 
TOTAL _ 6.2 19.2 10.0 lOod 20.8 16.2 11.5 5.4 100.0 ! ..• 
RAW CHI SQUARE = 10.78928 WITH 1 DEGREE~ OF fREEtJvr~. SIGNIFICANCE "' • t4B r 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 5 B 
WHERE IS RESPONSIBILITY FELT 
FOR ACHIEVING FISCAL 
STABILITY? 
. ...:··-· 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT IDO~NwARO MOSTLY 0 uOWN AND OOwN U~ RUW 
L i'Cf f I:J11 STtlE-W~tt::r-hHM:--
,..- .. ~.::.~-·- TOT PCT I·. ::~- .. 1·1·. .3.1. :·" .- ct-.I S.I ·_ &.I 7.1 d.! 
:.;,;·:. _YARO~S.: .. ·. . .,. .. ,. .... ,.,. .. t ..;.,..,.,.;...,.,.,.I.,. ...... ,. .... .,. I ..... ,..,. ........ I,. ......... ,. .... I --------1-------- I --------1 
~~-....;....""'----''--;tt-; • .-· -'lt:--'-'--''~-ftfl-·-'-f-1 -·--iZ~-fl-'-'-'·...,· ~4'4-'---,ff:-'-' .'--· -ll:-95i--'f'I---'lt16!!--'llr-i!Z:<o1t-'f'l---t6o--t---·~ 
HI A PRES I 0 I 2.9 I S.ll 1 21.7 I 2&.1 I 34.8 I 8.7 53.1 
I 0 I 100.0 I 44.4 1 65.2 I 54.S 1 49.0 I Su.o 
I . 6 t L • S I 3 .1 I 11 • :;; 1 t '3 • tt--1-t~.-----.r. o-
-y..; .... ,_ .... .,..,.I--------I-,.-.,.,. .. ,. .. l------·-I--------I--------I--------1 
2 • 1 2 · l . . 0 ·I 5 1 . · 8 1 15 I 25 1 6 I 6 I 
I 3.3 I a I I. lJol I 24.6 I 4t.B I 9.ti-I--46-.-9-
I 100.0 I 0 I 1 34.8 I 45.5 I St.u I. So.o I 
I !.5 I u I 1 6.2 1 11.5 I !9.2 I 4.6 1 
~--------'----------~--------~-------+-- --+--------1- --T- ---r------
. ··COLUMN 
TOTAL 
RAw CHI SOUAHE = 
~
2-
1.5 1.5 
9 23 J3 '49 
. 17.7 25.4 37.1 
12 
9.2 
130 
100.-0 
6.065J" wiHI 6 DEGREE~ OF FREEOUM. 51GN1~1CA~~41~59~----
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
liBERAL ARTS COlLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 7 
WHAT IS THE USUAL DIRECTION OF 
INFORMATION FLOW BETWEEN 
ADMINISTRATION AND FACULTY? 
N 
1-' 
1-' 
....... 
) . 
VAH62: 
COUNT l 
RU"' I'CT I :,u:i,.,IClO OFTEN AC FULLY "'C KUW 
-,...--,...----,---tt:octtt-~f'1e . . ct::,.._r-t:o-----tVi-a:c---
~: .: :Y~Ro6$ .' ·· :·· :~~-~::_~ --~-:.~:; ~ -----~=; ~ -'----~!.:! ------~; ~ ------~.: ~ ------~.:! ------~: f 
. . . Z I l::i I I l M-
Hl A PRES o 1.4 20.3 ~6.1 31.9 1 1!!.8 I 1.4 1 53.1 
0 25.0 82.4 I 4J.q 48.9 I 61.9 I 100.0 1 
-----,---~------~-~~-r-~.~-T-~.~~.u--r----.~~---
i."" 
.. 
te A 
-l--------I--------l--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 2. I l . I 3 1 · . . 3 1 23 I 23 I 8 l o I 61 
P~ES 
.. COLUMN 
TOTAL 
I l.li I 't.9 l 4.~ 1 37.7 I 37.7 I !3.1 I tJ--t--4t:ro'7-
J 100.0 I 75.0 I 17.6 I 56.1 I 51.1 I 31:!.1 I 0 I 
I .A I 2.3 I 2.3 I 17.7 I 17.7 I 6.2 I D 1 
1 4 
.a 3.1 
17 
13.1 
41 
31.5 
1 1 -i --+---
45 
34.6 
21 
16.2 .s 
130 
lOll. U 
-------·----
__ R_A_w_C_H...;;l~S...;O_U_P._k:...F_-_-__ l:...1...;;•_4_9_I _J_l_W_::_I _r H ___ b_:O.::.£:.::G_fl.::.£=-£~ ___ Of_ f~~<:OU'1. S 1 GN IF I C ~N(~E_z __ • 0 7 4 3 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 8 
HOW IS DOWNWARD COMMUNICATION 
ACCEPTED? (ADMINISTRATION TO 
FAC.ULTY) 
N 
1-' 
N 
... 
...· .. 
couNr I 
I<OW PCT I OCI\5 INA OfTEN IN ALMOST A ~OW 
COL j'Cf I .. ,, __ .. CCU•HolE .. ... ".ACCURAIE LW~~f-t.t-----~)i::t_S'\,:;·.~ r:··:·:.: TOT PCL F' ,.· :. ~-- 2. I 3. I ··' f,.: ·. lt• I · · s. I 6.1 7. I dol ~~;'. ~~RO ~.~--.: ' ·, --------I --•·---:-•1----..; ___ I __ ... __ ,.; __ I--:------I--------I-------- I --------1 
· · · 1. r. ~ ·o· ···I ·· · 1 ·1 · · 4 · 1 · t!c I c6 I lit --r--r-;--tl9---
HI A PRES 1 0 I 1.4 I 5.8 1 31.9 I 37.7 1 20.3 I 2.9 i SJ.l 
I 0 I 20.0 1 JJ.J 1 57.9 I 56.5 I 5&.0 I 66.7 1 
' tJ 1 .a t 3.l 1 -t-6-.9 t eu.u r teoa-·r-r.!T-;--------
-J--------x---..;----x•-------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
·. 2. I 1 : ( 4 I 8 I 16 20 I 11 I 1 I 61 
,..··"'-.;'-.. -'·-~l:~6!T-1.Air.-fF'"fRtfE~Sr--~·-T-l-o(r--t---6.6 I ·13.1 I co .2 3Z' .8-"--t-Hl •lt--f-·1.&·- J · ·46.9 .. - ---- · 
1 1~o.o I ao.o 1 66.7 I 42.1 43.5 1 44.0 J 33.3 1 
I .R I ).l I 6.2 1 I2.3 1S.4 I 8.5 I .B I 
----------- J:-------1--------t-- ------------
. ·, 
COLUMN 
·TofAL· 
.• a 
s 
J.a 
. 12 
9.2 
38 
.29.2 
46 
35.4 
25 J uo 
lY.~ 2.3 Iou.o 
_..:....;...;.;...__;..:_'-'------------------------------------------------· .. -
RAW CHI SQUA~E = &.OB739 WITrl 6 OEGN££j OF f~E~U~~. SlbNIF(CANCE.= 
~--------
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 9 
HOW ACCURATE IS UPWARD COMMUNICA-
TION? (FACULTY TO ADMINISTRATION) 
.4!35 
. : _. • ~~r, ·. 
COUNT I 
>Ww 
--.....,------i:;t)t:-+'t-t'--l'---------t:t------:------- 1:::-------f•H At.---·· RO~ PCT ISO~EwHAT UUITE wE Vt::RY'o~EL 
TOT PCT I ·3.1 4.1 ~.f . 6.1 7.1 8.! 
VAR065' . --------r~---~-~~r--------I-------~r--------r--------1--------r 
. 1. I . 0 I . 5 I 13 l if- l l!S I 'il I 69--
HI A PRF.S I 0 I 7.2 I 18.8 I 24.6 I 36.2 I 13.u I 53.1 
r 0 I 50.0 I 50.0 I 41.2 I 55.6 I /5.0 I 
------------r---il--r---3-; B f l 0. <J t 13. 1 I 19 .l t--13 ;-9--I --·-----
-t--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2. I 1- 1 5 1 13 1 19 I 20 I 3 I 61 
I ·1.6 I &or-~l.J I Ji .1 I JZ>.&--~-<t.-«--r--6-.9----
I 100.0 I 50.0 1 50.0 1 52.8 I 44.4 I 25.0 I 
I .8 I 3.8 I 10.0 I 14.6 I 15.4 I 2.J I 
--:-,-----------J'-----J:------f,- -+~---t-----tl --I------
COLUMN 1 10 26 36 45 12 1JO 
. TOI/IL .a 7. 7 20.0 27.7 34.6 9.2 100.0 
RAw CHI SOUARf = 4.!9023 ~IfH 5 OEGREt::> Of FREE.I)U!-1._ Sl(,Nlf_LCaNCF -
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 10 
HOW WELL 00 SENIOR ADMINISTRATORS 
KNOW THE PROBLEMS FACED BY FACULTY? 
COUNr 
~Ow PCT roP <;OME TOt' MORE w I UESJ>t<l:: HUW 
CUt I'CT tl[L6A F tJE:LbA f AU·--· - ··-iOf At.·-
TOT PCT I ?..I 3oi 4.1 S.I bol 7.1 dol 
--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
. . 16 I 27 t---:3-f--69-
. VARObS 
HI A PRES 4.3 I 2.9 10.1 15.9 23.2 I 39.1 I 4.3 1 SJ.J 
60.0 I so.o 58.3 5s.o 48.5 I 55.1 I 42.9 1 
--~---------r-+..o3--t--t-.s t s.4 I 8.5 I lro;J-t-ca-.8--t~··J----r-----
-I--------I--------x--------r--------r--------I--------r--------l 
.. ..;,. · 2, I 2 I 2 1' 5 1 . 9 1 17 I 22 I 4 1 61 
LO A PRES f 3.3 I 3.3 I 8.2 I i'toB I 27.9 f---3t>.l I 6.&--~o-.-;--
1 40.0 I so.o I 41.7 I 45.0 1 51.5 1 44.9 I 57.1 1 
I 1.5 I 1.5 I 3.8 I 6.9 I 13.1 I 16.9 I 3.1 I 
~--~--------r------t------~r-------r--------ii~------ri-- ---r--------r------
·':-.• :.-:._:. ',COLUMN 5 4 --12 ·20 33 49 7 130 
i":•<!':.:",· T0TAL ·-.3~8· 3.1 ·9.2 15.4 25.4 37.7 5.4 lOv.o ~-'-'~·~.~~:_-~-~~---------~-----------------~-----------
RA~ CHI SQUARE = 
·- _._9_2_7_4_0 -~-~--6 DEGREE'=> OF FH_E_·t._·u_v~~-- ~GNIF!CI<NCE ___ _.:.._•f.J_882 ___ _ 
~ESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 11 
AT WHAT LEVEL ARE DECISIONS MADE? 
;_-~ 
~:-. ;:;" · ... , ___ .-
COUNT 
HOW t>CT I GENERI!ILL f"ULL Y IN ~011 
----~f---r-----y--- :>'t.o-----nrt-At--------- ---
TOT PCT I 2.1 >?.I 6.1 7.1 d.l 
·vAR06S,' .. ---,-----I--------I--------!--------1---..:----I--------I 
. . . . . . 1 ~ I 6'1 
HI A PRE:> 0 1\J.l 20.3 47.8 21.7 I 53.1 
u 63.6 42.4 52.4 I 68.2 I 
------------t---u----r----5;-<r----t----to-. 8 1 o25 ... ·--1----t-t--.-s---:r--- -----
-I--------I--------1--------t--------I--------I 2. I 1 I 4 I 19 1 30 I 7 I 61 
LO,. PRES I !.6 1 6.6 f 31.1 1 't9•2- l 11.5 I <t-6--.-9---
l 100.0 I 36.4 I 57.6 1 47.6 I 31.8 1 
I .a I 3.1 I 14.6 l 23.1 I 5.4 I 
------------1 f--- ----------
.. COLUMN 
TOTAL .a 
11 
a.s 
. 33 
25.4 
63 
4<:!.5 
22 
16.9 
13\J 
100.0 
.....:...:.:....__..;__..-.;.......;__ ____________________________ _ 
RAw CHI SOUAR~ = 5.!5492 wiTH q UEGWEES Of fREEOU"• SIGNifiCANCE • 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE l AND II 
QUESTION 12 
HOW OFTEN ARE FACULTY MEMBERS 
INVOLVED IN DECISIONS RELATED 
TO THEIR WORK? 
. ~. -:: ·. ~.: . . . ' • ~. ! ... 
..... ;, .... 
>('~~ '-: ' .. 
~.-;•.·:'vMlo6s ,. _ _. 
:··:. J. • : 
........ · 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I DISCUSS GROUt> OI 1-10111 
Ctlt PC f f R tfti FAC :O.CV!ril t)N hlft~t:·---
. TOT PCT I 2.I 4,I 5,1 6.I 7.1 lloi 
.--------r--------r------~-I-~------I-~------I--------1--------I 
. 1. I Z I . 4 .. 1 .· . . B . i £6 I . 32 I 3 1-----t.----
HI A PR~S I 2.9 I 5.H I 11.6 I 2<J.O I 46.4 <t,3 I 53,5 
I 66,7 I 57,1 I '>2,1 1 55.6 I 60,4 I 27.3 1 
I 1,6 I J.l 1 6,2 1 15,5 1 Z4.t:t--t-~•T--r--
-I--------I--------I----~---I--------I--------I--------I 
2. I 1 I 3 I · 11 I 16 I 21 I !l I bO 
LO A I"I!P.:'> 
' 
COLUMN 
... ,~ -.. ' . : ' , . 
~ ' •. '• • t . ' .• · .. TOTAL. 
r 1.1 I 5,6 f 1~.:1 . I f6.7 I J9.tt-t--t·T.-~<16oS---
I J3.J I 42,<J I 57,9 I 44.4 I 39,6 I 72.7 I 
I .~ I c,J I 8.5 I 12.4 I 16.J I 6.2 I 
. ~-- 3 36 
'·. 2.3 
1 
5.4 
I9 
l't.7 
SJ 
41.1 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 13 
HOW IS GOAL SETTING USUALLY DONE? 
--1-----·--
11 129 
tl,5' 100.0 
CQUN f l 
f.'Ow PCT IVERY LIT SOMt: UUIT£ A VEWI' Gt<~ RvW 
CI:Jt PC f If . IJEftt_--·f()-tAt-
.Tf.H PC T · I 1 • I . ~~. T , . . .. 4 • 1 5.1 b. I 7. I S. l 
VARQb5 -~-·~---r--------I--------r--------r-~------x--------r--------I--------1 
: . ·, . . . . . . . .· . . I . . 18 I ~'1 I 9 I 6'> 
HI A PRES I 0 0 4.3 14.5 I 26.1 I 42.0 I 13.0 1 53.1 
I 0 0 so.o 41.7 l 52.9 I ss.v I b9.2 1 
1 II I i:. 3 1 7. 1 1 1 3. A I i:z!. J 1 6 • <t·-'1----}_. ;::!;' 
~·'.!: .• _-; -.: -. 
\e A P~fS 
- J ~,...,...,.--.,.-I-,_-,..-.;.- I·---·----1-.---.--.--I --------1--------1--------1 
2o 1.·''·.:1· 'z . 2. I . 3 1:. ·14 ,I 16 ·I 21 I 4 1 61 
·y 1.6- 'f 3.3 [ "4.~ l Z::J.e I. 26.1'! I 3'r.'" I 6.6 f 4&-;-'1--
I 100.0 I 100.0 I 50.0 1 5H.3 I 47.1 1 42.0 I 3U.H I 
I .H I 1.5 I 2.3 I 1U.d I 12.3 I lb.c I 3.1 1 
o--~----------~-------r~----~------~b-------r--------r--------r-~-----r------
RA~ CHI SQUARE = 
16.5 
34 
26.2 
50 lJ 130 
38.~ 1u.o luu.o 
&.51971 nJTH 6 DEGREES OF fREEUUM. Sl&Nif(CANCE .36/5 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 14 
HOW MUCH DO FACULTY MEMBERS STRIVE 
TO.ACHIEVE THE COLLEGE'S GOALS? 
N 
1--' 
00 
... ·· .. ·d--- .. 
· .. ·.· , .. 
· COIJN r T 
RO~ PCT lrl( TOP A OUtTE HI HOUE~ATE ~~U~LY ~ RO~ 
. C6L t'Cl liJMflll T6f' AUM t}ctE3AT r'r<t:'Rtr--JtTH;t---
;,::-;> · .·'· .. TOT PCT T 1.1:, .2:.1 :, 3.1:-0: 4.1 5.1 &.I 7ol B. I 
;:.,,·.- 'IIAR065 .. - ................ I ...... .,. ... ..,--:.,. I --------1--------I ............... _ ........ I ...... ,.. ............... I ........................ I --------1-------- I 
. . ·"' . . . . . . 1 • . T . , . 6 . I . 2 . I . . 3 . I-'- ·•··11 . 1 ' 15 I ·. 1 ~ I fq 1 i! I o ~ 
HI A PRES I 0 I 2.9 I 4.3 I 15.9 I 21.7 I 17.4 I 34.R 1 2.9 I 53.1 
I U I 40.0 l SO.o I 61.1 I 53.6 I ~4.~ 1 57.1 l 66.7 I 
I ~ I 1.5 I 2.3 i e.S. I . tl.S 1 ·~.2 -t---litoS t I-;5--J----
... I ... .,. ... .,...,. ...... I ... ,;. .................. f ... .;.,. ............ _.,. I~ ... .:. ......... .,. ... I--------I --------1--------I--:------ I 
z. l . · ·1 : I . 3 I .. 3 '•I ,. 7 I 13 l 15 I 18 I 1 I 61 
I. 1~6 .I 4.9 I 4.9 l lloS I 21.3 I 2't.6 1 29.5 t--t-;.6---t-6-•9--'-
1 100.0 I 60.0 I so.o l 3S.9 I ~6.4 I 55.6 I ~2.9 I 33.3 I 
I .a I 2.3 I 2.3 I 5.4 I lo.o I 11.~ I 13.6 1 .a 1 
,-,-....,..,..,.,----;-------I r----t-----t----t----1-----
:':.;.//'.. Cot.UMN 5 6, 18 26 27 42 3 130 
F·:·;'-':..--· .,.,:,TIHAL ·.a 3.s 4.6 n.a 21.s zo.a 32.3 <!.J 1oo.o 
RESPONSES OF PRES I DENTS , 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 15 
HOW CONCENTRATED ARE REVIEW AND 
CONTROL FUNCTIONS? 
. ·~ '. 
COUNT T 
PO•! PCT I 6RAIH HE SELF GUI G>luUP "U I-IUW 
•·. ..,. . COL I'CT [ I u::.t:: ::. Ft> 0AtqC£ ltntNee---tfrltt-
TOT I'CT I ··" 2.1 3.1 tt.l ·' S.I bol 7.I dol 
..--------f--~-----I--------I--------l~-------I--------I--------I--------1 
. . l. I .... 0 '. I . 1 f .. T. f . . 11 I 1 T I • 1!1! 1 ~ J---'tl'<t--·~AR065 
.... _ ... 
HI A PRES I 0 I 1.4 1 10.1 I 24.6 I 24.6 I 31.~ I 7.2 l 53.1 
T 0 I 100.0 I 87.5 I 56.7 I 3~.5 I 57.~ I n2.5 I 
------------------~~r---~r-;---~.~-T--~~.~~1 l llol 1 t~---3oB--r-------
t ·, 
·; '· · .. 
-J-----.,.,.- I-,.,..,.,. .. ,.,. I-------.., I-·-------I--------I --------I--------1 
2. ·' I · 2' I 0 I ' l . I . 13 I 26 I 1 b I 3 1 61 
. •" 
-!·"·.' .. ·· 
COLUMN 
TOlAL 
RA~ CHI SOUAR£ = 
.. I J. J I 6 I 1 • 6 1 21 • 3 1 42.6 I 26. 2 I 4-• <r--t---<otr•·'Y--
1 loo.o I o 1 12.s 1 43.3 1 6o.s 1 42.1 1 37.5 1 
I 1.5 I 0 I .a I 10.0 I 20.0 I 12.3 I 2.3 1 
r-----t-------!--------
··' .2· a f.s .a 6.2 
30 
23.1 
43 31:l 8 130 
6.2 100.0 
lO.•H34'1 "!Trl 6 DEGR~E~ Or rREEDv~. SIGNIFICANCE z .0911 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 16 
WHAT ARE FACULTY EVALUATIONS AND 
OTHER CONTROL DATA USED FOR? 
N 
N 
0 
· .. 
COUNT T 
ROw ~CT I HESLVEO ~LL AFFE ~Ow 
,..,.-----.---,;e~tl~L:--fo'f'·&f- ...---A171'H· . • E:" -fOI-At-----
. · IIAilObS 
TOT PCT · t ·4.1 !:>.I 6.1' . 7o1 !1.1 
-·------I-.---,---~ I--------[--------I--------I--------I 
--------~--~~~~-----&--~--~-+----H~;---~+--+---~~---~---------
r11 A PRF.'S 0 
0 
s.a ~6.1 59.4 a. 1 
40.0 I 62.1 Sl.q 54.5 
~t--T3.d 1 31.5 1 q.b I 
-I--------t-----·--I----~---l--------I-----,---1 
53.1 
. .2 • -· I . L I ' 6 I 11 1 J& I 5 I & 1 
, __ .. 
I 
~~L~O~A~~rE~s---·~~~~~~~.~6~~~~· -~9r..~sr-;r--~t·~e~.~o--fi-n6r~~.,3--fi--~67.rz--~r~~~o~.~9r---------­
r 100.0 I oO.O I 37.9 I 4~.1 I ~5.5 I 
I .8 I 4.6 I 8.5 1 29.2 I J.A I 
~----------------;------~r-------T-------~·-------r-1 ---r------------; __ , ; ;.,:._. · ; ~.COLUMN ·_·: 1. 
r:; --:.~;:}) ·: . TOTAL 
RAW CHI SOUAR~-= 
"-.a: 
10 
1;.1 
.29 .· 
22.3 
79 
uo.a 
11 
8.5 
130 
100.0 
4 DEGREES Of FREEDv.... Slt>Nl_F_!C_A_N_C~-"'----•-5896 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 17 
IN YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY, 
HOW ARE CONFLICTS BETWEEN 
ACADEMIC UNITS USUALLY RESOLVED? 
COUNT 
POw PC T I VERY l IT SOHE \oi\J I TE 4 VERY GHE HO"' 
-:---..,.--~-...-fC~o.tt-4'f''€C·f-tftE -Af~uf1tt:- ----'f"ttf"Rt:-·~;_rv ~Ro65: ·: ~ :~!-~~~- ~ ------~.:: ------~.: ~ ------~.: ~ ------~.: ~ ______ :.: ~ ------~.:: ------~.: ~ ------~: ~ 
... , .. • .. i~. I .. 0 I .1 f 1. I .. 6 I . lD I 1!! I 19 I Ztl 1 1\9 
HI A PRES I n I 1.4 1 1.4 I 8.7 I 14.5 I 17.4 I 27.5 I 29.0 I 53.1 
I 0 I 100,0 I Iuo.O 1 66.7 I 62.5 I 5~.2 I 52.6 1 47.6 I 
-.,....,------------1t------tr--t----..-B8t---tt--·::-.B-8-+t-.-••r•••6-6-t-t-~'1h-.1 1 9.·2-r-t'f•6--t--t5.-4-t----·- ·-
-I--------r--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
2 • I . 2. I 0 I 0 1 3 1 6 I 11 I 17 1 22 I 61 
~A P!i:ES f 3.3 l e f !l. I lt.9 l 9.8 r-t~h'r-·t--Jb.-t--t-it6•<r-
l 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 33.3 1 37.5 I 47.8 1 47.2 I 52.~ J 
T 1.5 I u I 0 1 2.3 I 4.6 I 8.5 I 13.1 l !6.9 1 
--r--.,.,...--r---·--f-------t-----tl----tl- --I~------t----J------
COLUf-11~ . 2 9 16 .::3 3& 42 lJO 
,ToiAt.. 1.s .a .a o.9 12.3 11.1 21.1 J2.J tuo.u 
--t~R:.IlOioiiiW"-I.c.l;ldU.l...:..<,uOlJ.U.Il.A tl,Kt_F _-::,-__ _:5:!_ • .._7!_17_~~ 1_ W I T rl 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 18 
HOW MUCH INTERACTION IS THERE 
BETWEEN THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE 
BOARD AND THE PRESIDENT? 
N 
N 
N 
·::··-··:-
COIJNT I 
ROW PCT I~AKELY SOI'1ETIME OFTEN Yt.!H Ofl t{Qw 
~--
' ~·-:- ,._,. ,· __ : 
COL f-,t;-
TOT PCI I .l.I 2.1 .: :lol 4.1 Sol 6.1 1.1 !Sol 
.. VA~~&s'; :. . . --------1--------I --------1-------- 1.---~----I--·-----1--------I --------1--------I 
. 1 • . I . . tl r l 1 ~ 1 ~ . 4 I D I 1 d I ~I 1 • I 6r-
111 A PRES I u 1 1.4 I 4.3 l 5.9 1 lR.I:I l 2&.1 l 30.4 13.u I 53.1 
I 0 1 33.3 I lUO.D I 40.0 I 59.1 I Sb.J I 65.6 1 3).3 I 
I b I .8 I e.3 l 3.t 1 tU.b l t-'3.-6--I-tl'i•~-t-v;-~-r---·---
-I--------I--------1·-------l-·~~----l--•-----l--•-----I--------1--------I 
2. I 1 I 2 I 0 '- 1 6 I 9 1 14 I 11 ! lB I 61 
f 1.6 I 3.3 I 6 I ~.a I 14.8 I ZJ.d I t6.6 f r9.5 l 4~ ~ES 
I 100,0 I t>6.1 1 0 1 60.0 1 40.~ I 4J.H I 34.4 1 6~.7 1 
I .~ I 1.S I 0 I '+•b I 6.9 I 10.8 I H.S 1 13.8 1 
t-----r----..---r-----t------r-----t----t-------t----- t---------
COL Ui~N : 1 3 3 10 22 32 32 2 7 1 JO 
.. _ .•.. TIJfAL .8 2.3 2~3 7.7 lt..9 24.t> 24.6 20.g 100.0 
RAIII CMl SOIJAtd':= ___ 1;;...1~.63737 ;.lfd 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 19 
HOW OFTEN DO THE CHAIRPERSON OF 
THE BOARD AND THE PRESIDENT 
SHARE IDEAS? 
' t 
HI A PRE"S I 0 I 1.4 I 2.9 1 8.7 I 8.7 1 2~.0 I J4.& 1 1~.5 I 5J.1 
I o I 33.3 I 33.3 I 54.5 I So.n I S2.b 1 SM.S 1 S5.b I 
. ~I. 
, • • • 6 I 4 • 6 I t-so<r--1---rt:l~-r---T·.-r------r-- ··---
. , .. ~ ..• ' . -I ---~----1--------I --;----,--1---,---':"-I -----,---1--------I --------1--------I 
2. I .. 1- I .2 l . 4 I. . 5 . I 6 I 1 B I 17 I 8 I b 1 
te A P!H':S T t • 6 l 3 • 3 I 6 • 6 I B • 2 I ~ • fl f 2 9 • 5 J 1'!1. 'J t--tJ • l 1 41S e<t-
( 100.0 I 6&.7 I 66.7 1 45.5 1 50.0 I 47.~ I 41.5 1 ~~.4 I 
T • 8 I I • 5 I 3. 1 I J. 8 1 4. 6 I 13. A I 13. 1 I &. 2 I 
------------i'-----t-----r----r----+~~--1r----r-----t-----t--· ·--
COL•JMN 
TfJI.AL 
RAw CH[ SOUAkE = 
3 6 11 
.• 8 2.3 a.s 
12 38 
2~.<! 
41 18 1311 
31.5 IJ.d 100.0 
3.133ll7 tiJ frl 7 OEGR~-~_:; _ _!:l!:_FkEt:L.luM. SIGN lf I C __ '~_N..:.C..=t. __ _.:..•87_2_ll _______ _ 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 20 A 
HOW COMPETENT IS THE BOARD AS A 
WHOLE AS A POLICY MAKING BODY? 
N 
N 
.J:'-
' ~·. 
COtJI\IT T 
ROW PCT !NOT COo~f' '>011£.olt<AT .JUITE CU Vt.~r CO•• HO~ 
eeL HoT It::ltNI (Oi11'ffl:: •l'cfi:;N t't-TI:1'tf---TUfAJ:----·~"-:.~.·.:t.;·.TOTPCTJ ·l.I 2.1 .J.I· '+.1 :i.I 6.1 1.1 d.I 
~:·~-'JAR~ bS:': '., ~·-----~I-------- I ------~.,.1---..,.---~ 1-..;,~---.,.- I --------1-------- I --------1-------- I •.:.., 
1. I 6 I 1 I .. 4 1· i!l I lb I li I lt! i 4 I --6-r------
HI A PRES I u I 1.4 I S.M I 30.4 I 26.1 1 15.9 I 14.5 5.6 f 53.1 
I 0 I 20.0 I 36.4 I 65.6 I 56.1 1 47.R I 52.6 57.1 1 
1 .a 1 3.1 1 t6.2 1 t3.8-T-----tl•5-;--r.-r-r----3.-t·--t------
-I--------I-.,.---~-~ ... -------r--------I--------x--------I--------1--------1 
2 • . J 2 I .. 4· I 7 . -1 11 I 1 3 I 12 I 9 1 J I 61 
T 3.3 -~ 6.6 I 1!.5 I lB.tl f 21.3 I 19.7 I 14-•8-l-------<~-.'1-I-.. t'r.~----· 
........ 
;\,: !,~ •• ~.~ ..... :"' 
.'··:' 
I 100.0 I Bo.o l 63.6 l 34.4 I 41.9 I 52.2 l 41.4 1 42.9 1 
I 1.5 I 3.1 I 5.4 1 b.5 I 10.0 ! 9.2 I &.9 I ~.3 I 
....,...,-------------lr--...,...--+-----r----:1-----.l -t------1-------t--· - ------ . 
'> •·• 
... .. . . .. ~ 
COLUMN 
·rorAL. 
.. 2 s 
l.B 
11 
8.5 
32 
24.6 
31 23 19 7 lJII 
23.8 11.1 14.6 5.4 IOO.u 
--------------
RAW CHI 5!1UAHF: = ~.327&3 •Jlri1 7 llEGf-1££::, OF f~Et::iluM. 0.1uNlf 1(.;•\NCt:: 
----..:...•---· --. . .. - ·------ ---------
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 20 B 
HOW COMPETENT IS THE BOARD AS A 
WHOLE IN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION? 
COIJNT T 
ROW PCT ICONSIOfk VE~Y G~E ~Ow 
.. ''·.. , .. , .-... , .•. .Cot. 1-'CT f t<tlLE 
.·' ~~~o~s:· :~,~-: ::. ~~!-~;~-~ ~-----~: ~ ~-~---:.: ~ .. :-----~: ~ --------1. 
HI A PRES 
.. 
I·.,_.' 
Ul A P"f"S 
. . . 
·-r--------r--------I~-----~~~--------1 
SJ.l 
Z. I . 3 I 6 I 20 · l 32 1 61 
COLUMN 
TOTAL . 
1 4.q ' 9.8 1 Je.a i se.s 1 ~6.~ 
l 60.0 I 54.5 l 55.6 I 41.0 l 
I 2.1 I 4.~ I 15.4 l 24.6 I 
ll 
s.s 
;36 
27.7 
713 
~o.o 
lJO 
100.0 
--~~--------------------- -----------------------
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 21 A 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL 
RESPONSIBLE FOR SEEING THAT THE 
FOLLOWING ARE ACHIEVED IN YOUR 
COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY: A) 
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE? 
.4291 
N 
N 
0'1 
COUNT 
RO:..I PCT JCONSIOER VE~Y G~E ~O;oi 
......,.,,...,...,.-~--.---ie~O~L::--?'~ Cl-tA1rt: f'~V"'f--.A+-L-----------
TOTPCT J,' 5.I 6.1 7.1 8.1 
~--~---~~-~~-~--~I--------I--------I--~-----1 
12.5 53.1 
53.2 
I .e l .~ I iJ.l 1 , 3d.5 t 
-J ----,----I --------1--------l--------I 2. I , 0 I 2 I 15 I 44 I 61 , ~~,~~~----~T--~er-~-~~~3 .•. ~3-ri~2~~r..~6r-~I-~7r2T•rl~tr-~~~6r..~9~---------
I 0 I b6.7 1 q6.9 1 q6.~ I 
T 0 I 1.5 I 11.5 1 33.8 I 
~--------t·~--+---lf----l-----1-------·--·,- -----
COLUMN 
TOJAL 
RAw CHI ~QUAf<_f_= -· 
.s 
) 
2.3 
94 
72.3 
lJO 
100.0 
1.35413 ><I!!:!_ ___ _}_yE_G_R~-~::, Of fRt:EU•J"• 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 21 B 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL 
RESPONSIBLE FOR SEEING THAT THE 
FOLLOWING ARE ACHIEVED IN YOUR 
COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY: B) 
FISCAL STABILITY? 
~fiir~:~<':~~~x ... :~gt. ~~; :~:·;)~t.;;C!. r.-: · ~· ., _:4p~:~j~, :,·s.,;r/~iL;'/:,6~~·- ... · -·. · 1. 1"f s. I 
~·::·VARO(,~ .. ,_,! · ·. '~· ~~--:--1--·-r-:--'!" I·-··----I-,-.-"?~,..-.-l-:"-,"'":"-.,.-t--,.. ... ---.. I--------1 
........... ,, ....... , .. tf r· ·2 1 1 r· 'rr· l9 r ,.e·t 
,, :-.: HJ, A PRES I 0 I 2.9 [ 1.4 . 1 10.1 I 27.5 I SB.u I 
I 0 I 66.7 I 25.0 I 50.0 I 52.8 I SS.b I 
[;_ .• "-f.·.·_/:_'·;· •. \, ..·-_;_, __ ! .. _:~.-.'.i··.···:_~--. ·.··.··._ .• :·._;,_·_·:. . ' ',,_ ~ --~-~~~~ ~--~~::~-- ~ ---~:~;. .. ! ':"::~~.:! .... !.; .. ~~:~-- ~ --=~:~-- ~ 
_ z. ·I_·· -l·.:I .. ;:1 1: ··3 .f .... 1 1 11 l 32 1 
... eir k~i!S · .... · · · r · t:6 ·x 1.6 t "·~ 1 u.s· I 27.'J r s2.s 1 
I 100.0 I 33.3 I 75.0 I SO.u I 47.2 I 44.4 I 
I .R t .B I 2.3 I 5.4 I 13.1 I 24.b I 
1 
"h ..•• a 
' ' 3 ··'' 4' 
z.J. ·-::3.1 .. ·''' 14 10.8. 36 27.7 72 55.4 
KOW 
TOTA 
• 53.1 
130 
100.0 
·.RAW. CHI SQUARE = 5 UEGREE~ OF FHEEOu~. Sl&NIFICANCE x :.7228 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS. 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 22 
TO WHAT EXTENT IS THE COMMUNICA-
TION CANDID AND OPEN BETWEEN THE 
CHAIRPERSON OF THE BOARD AND THE 
PRESIDENT? 
N 
N 
00 
... 
. .. -.. 
COUNT I 
kuW 
..-...,.,.,~,...,.,.....,.,..,--ef}t--f'16-f--'f--------,:TA-Jf---..,-----,..,-,..,--y.-,.-----------------hti 11t;-;~:;-:;{;>.r::.t:.;-:~:·JOT PCT 'r· ·_::\~.I . J.l.. _:--.'(·4.L.' .:-~.I .. : t:l.I 7.1 ti.I 
ROW PCT 1 50I~~WI1A T QUITE 'SA VI::HY SAr 
i_ ;·:·:YAF!O 65.: ·,': .: :-•·--·--• 1---~ ... --- I -.,.~-----1--.;.•--.. - I--~---.-- I--------I-------- I --------1 
· ., ...... ,,l· ... · ... . ' t • I . ~-· I i! f . f' I . 4 I 11 I i!6 I 30 I 6'7---
HI A P~ES · I 0 I 2,9 I 2.9 l 5.8 .1 15.9 l 29.u I 43.5 l 53,1 
r u r 6&.7 r 4o.o r 36.4 r 52.4 1 s5.& I st..& I 
·.' .. _ ·:.. t A I 1,5 f 1.5 1 3.1 f 8,5 I t5.'+ I l!s.t--r---
.. . .-J-------~r--------I--------I-~------I--------r--------I--------1 
'-: 'f.':.'~: ' · ', 2. 1 1 :·. · I ; 1 I . 3 1 ·. · 1 1 1 0 I 16 1 2 3 I 61 
te A ~fiP!S I 1.6 I 1,6 I 4,., 1 11.5 I 16.4 I e6.2' I 'H-.7--~6--o-'r-
1 luo.o I 33,3 I 60,0 1 &3.6 I ~7.6 I 44.~ I 43,4 I 
I .8 l .B 1 2,3 1 5.4 I 7.7 ! 12,3 1 17,1 1 
---~----,.------r-------~-------r-------*-------11 ---1--------t·--· 
· · COLUMN 
''TOTAL' 
RA~ CHI SQUARf = 
3 
Z.J 
5 11 
a.s 
21 )(:) 53 130 
lh.2 27,7 40oH lOU,U 
------------···- --
3.28825 W{T..-1 6 U£GRE~~ Of f~EEU0M. SlbNlf!ChNCi ,7719 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 23 
HOW SATISFYING IS YOUR WORK WITH 
THE COLLEGE? 
------
COUNT T 
KUW J.ICT fi/F.~Y L [T !>OriE .!U l fE 4 llt:tH b><t. Ht)w 
; ''~'"."·::-'·;: TOT PCT I 1-.f ~.1 3.1 4.! 'j 0 I &.I -7:~Ai-ut=R~~~-J!rfAV--
-~ llil~06S', .. , ~ --~-----1-------:-I--------l---:------1--------I--------I--------I--------l--------I 
. . . . . . . 1 • f 6 f I 2 [ 11 f . 22 I 7 I b 1 4 t- -fi-t--
HI A PRES l ~.1 I 11.4 1 IS.q I 31.9 I· 1u.l 1 ~.7 I 5.H 1.4 I 5).1 
T 6A.7 I 57.1 I &8.H I SU.O 46.7 1 su.u I 36.4 1 5o.u l 
------------Jc----.lroio.--+---'h-r---t·---flA•·SS-+f --rt 6Err. 'lr-t-1 -~s:;;,,.<+r--Jtt--<•n &-t--3.- t--t-----.-o---t---- --- --
-I--------I--------1--------l-----~--I--------I--------I--------!--------I 
Lt'l A PRES 
2. I 3 I 9 1 - 5 1 22 I 8 I 6 I 7 1 1 I 61 
I 4.q I l'o.fl I 8.2 f 36d l 13.1 f 9.8 I--tt-.5--t--io&-mt--46 • ...--
I 31.3 I 42.9 I 31.3 l Su.o I 53.3 I 50.0 I b).b So.u 1 
T 2.3 I 6.Q I J.H 1 16.9 I 6.2 I 4.6 I 5.4 1 .8 1 
----,-------1-----t------cl:------±-----+---t----t-----t--~-{-
- COLU14N 9 21 16 44 15 12 11 2 
- TOfAL 6.9 16.2 12.3 JJ.d 11.5 9.2 H.S 1.5 
...... 
__ R_A_w_C_M~l~S_Q_IJ_A_R~E-= ___ 4~.0865~ ~JTrl 7 llf:GREEO> Of tREt.ttJ•1. -;tu·HFIC:>-r<CE = .7b98 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION A 
TO WHAT EXTENT ARE FORMAL MANAGE-
MENT SYSTEMS BEING UTILIZED IN 
YOUR COLLEGE? (EXAMPLE: MANAGE-
MENT BY OBJECTIVES: MBO) 
lJO 
100.0 
::'•:-":').::' COUNt. I 
, . ROW PCC JNOT AT A LIMITEIJL Ft.!HL'I' "' CLt.AHL'f k•IW 
r"·.-.: .. -.. , .... _ .etlL l"t!T fLL , .. _ I ._ .. · __ - tLL . . ---ttii'At.-·--ff;:~;;::;:~:;~:·~·;<' TOT PCT I. . l.I . 3.!' ': 4•1'', 5.1 - ~>.I 7.1 d.l 
"'~iiiAR06S .-.;;_;, ·.: --------1--------I -------I-..,------1-·------I-------:--1--------I --------1 
- ;, -' . - . . . . ts I .. ltl I l_, I l:J 7 tl~ 
53.1 HI A PRES · 0 Z.<J 8.7 I 2&.1 I 33.3 ltl.l:l 111.1 
o 40.u 6u.u 1 54.5 I 6o.s 43.3 53.~ 
r t • 5 t <+. 6 t 1 3 • d r t 7 • 7 1 ·t r.o-t---5'·; .. -
-I------.,.,I------~-I---.,----l-.,------I.,-------1--------I--------l 
2. '· I . I I . 3 1 .. 4 I ' . . 15 1 1 ':5 I 17 I 6 1 b 1 
Le -. P~rs 
COL liM~ 
TOfAL 
Rer CHI SOUARF = 
f 1 .6 t ~.9 I 6.-o--t- 1:! ... 6 I a ... fJ f 27.9 f--<r.-!5--t--6--o'f--
1 too.o I &o.o I 40.o 1 ~s.s I 39.5 1 ~&.t I ~6.2 
J .a I 2.3 I 3.1 i 11.5 J 11.5 I 13.1 I 4.6 1 
10 
.s 7.7 
. 33 
25.~ 
3.6Bf\!l6 "lTH 
RESPONSES OF PRESIDENTS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION B 
HOW WEll ARE THE GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES FOR YOUR COLLEGE 
DEFINED? 
f----t----1·---- . 
Ju 13 130 
23.1 10.0 tou.u 
.7187 
APPENDIX M 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISONS OF RESPONSES OF BOARD 
CHAIRPERSONS, LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES 
TYPES I AND II 
232 
.: ··-. 
COUNT 1 · 
ROW PCT I ~uME •~U fTE A Vt:RY I>Rt:. t{<Jw 
... , ,.-•. -,.._-.-. -_..,.,.,-, ...:,~_....,.,..., ~e~tJtt-t-I'I''€Ceff"-tl--. _..,._.,..,_.: . .,.. ,-... -. -.----.-.rl&t-1 f"f.-.-. -.-. -.-. -. ..,._-.. -.-----"'fJArlf'-tltllt:t:~Act:t--tl 0 f"A:~­
i-' ... ··.-·o·:,·roTPCT I. ·. 3.l-, 4.I ··.·' .. •.Sol· .. ·- .. ;~6.1· 7.1 11.1 L VAR066'; . --------I--------t--------1--------l---~----I-·-----~t--------I 
• l • I 1 l Z I 11 I . "'" 1 B I ...• Z 1 f 4 l ST 
.HI A CHOH l I.e . I 3.5 1 19.3 I 3l.h 1 Jb.R I 7.0 l S5.3 
I 100.0 I 66.7 I 57.9 I S2.~ I 52.5 I 66.7 I 
• • to.7 1 tf.j I eu • ........---t-----T.-"9-+r-------
. .,.y..;,.. ______ I.--------l------..:-l--------I-----.,---1--------I 
2. · I o · t · I · 1 · 8 . I 16 · I 19 I 2 I 46 
te A C!-108. 
COLU/'IN 
. TOTAL 
I 0 y· 2.2 1· 11.4 1 34.R I 41.3 I lf.J --r--«""4-• ..,.1'---
1 0 I 33.3 I 42.1 1 ~7.1 I ~7.5 I 3J.J 1 
I II 1 1.0 1 7.8 1 15.5 I 18.4 1 1.9 I 
t--- t --r--· -----·-
3 40 0 J 03 
1~0 
.. ; 19: 
.18.4.:·· 
34 
.33.0 JB.B. s.a 1oo.o 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 1 
HOW MUCH CONFIDENCE AND TRUST 
IS SHOWN IN THE FACULTY BY 
ADMINISTRATORS? 
CO\J1~ T I 
ROW PCT t~O~F~H~f U\JITE FR VE~Y FRE ~U~ 
------,ef'10~l1t--;.l'>t'C'-il'-f!-Ff-...~1"r=rt-.------..-..----. -. _!:......,. ______ ~----ftl·f'At-----
-~·--:_. TOT PCT I 3.! '+.J s.f t..I f.I B.l 
YAR066' --------J--------I--------I--------1~-------I--------I--------I 
.. , .. ·· i. t ··l t. ) 1 io'·x' ·i!o r te · · 
HI A CHOB I 3,5 l 5.3 I 17.5 1 35.1 I 31.& I 7,0 l 55.3 
~0.0 l Sn.o 1 40,0 I b4.S I bO.D I 66.7 I 
---~--------. ~ 1., t e.9 t ~-' 1 .t,.~ I 11.~ t J.~ -r----- ·---------
);;:;; ... ;.·::.,: ... 2 •. -i-----;--r----;--~-~--i5--~:~~-;i--r---i2--~-----~--~ 46 
;o.-•:Le' A et·ma··. I 6.5· ·1 6,5 I 32.6 ·1' 23&9 I c!b,l t--~r.J I '+4.7 
I 60,0 l 50,0 I 60,U 1 J5.5 I ~0.0 I JJ,3 I 
· COLllMN 
TOfAL 
r 2,9 ! 2,9 1 14,6 I lU,7 I !1,7 I 1.9 I 
5 
4,9 
o. 
5,8 
25 
24.3 
- .) 1 
·J0.1 
30 
29.1 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 2 
HOW FREE DO FACULTY FEEL TO TALK 
TO ADMINISTRATORS ABOUT THEIR WORK? 
103 
100,0 
;-:.:· ~-- . .-. :-. 
COVN( t 
KUW 
~----~--~~~~~~~--------------~----~------~~--~----~~------~n»~c-----· 
TOT PCT I · 3,1 4.1 ~ ; :s-;;f·· ~-- .· 6~1 - 1.1 '- 8.1 
ROW PCT I~0HET1~E UFTEN IIEiH UF I 
. '. .· .. .-
.. 
.· .. ~AR066·:::: 
HI A CHOB 
.. • .. -,;,• 
• . _ f, - _;) ' ; . ~ 
[6 A CMfl 
___ :_ ____ I --------l---..;----I-----~--l-.:...;.: __ ;.. __ 1--·------I--------1 
2 • 
0 12.3 14.0 2tl.l 33.3 12.3 55.3 
0 53.8 '+1.1 5\1.3 51.4 tl7.5 
I b I 6.!:1 I T.tl 1 iS.S i itl.'l> I 6.1'1--r----
-I--------r-..:------I--------I..;;.._.;.. ____ l..;.;.------I--------I 
I l I . 6 I 9 . I. ·- ll I . . I t1 I l I 46 
I Z.2 1 13.6 I 1~.6 I .fl.~ I 3~.1 I f.l I 44.1 
I 1oo.o 1 <+6.2 1 52.9 1 <+0.7 r <+8.6 r 12.~ 1 
I 1.0 I S.tl l tl.7 I 10.1 I 17.5 I 1.0 I 
----,,----,-.,.-------r----+-----t-----t----t----t-----J--··--·---
'·.:.·..:--,,,. '•, .':COLU"N •· 13 17 27 37 8 lOJ i;:-/\. . ' ~. ·. J 0 TAl 1 • 0 J. 2. 6 16. S 26.2 3 S. 9 7. tJ 10 0. 0 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 3 
HOW OFTEN ARE FACULTY MEMBERS' 
IDEAS SOUGHT AND USED 
CONSTRUCTIVELY? 
.J6U5 
("QU;~ I 
ROw PC I It< • tlo C OC MAINLY 0 0 ANJ E "'o" 
____________ _,~-4~~~~r---------------~~~------------------------~~~~~-----­
HI A CHUI:l 
:- : .. ~;i--- :·· 
. I·· 
..... 
Lfl A eHfll:l 
TOT PCT J . 1.1 2.1 . 5.1 6.1 1.1 8.1 
--------I--------!----.----I--------I --------1--------I --------1 
. I Z! f '5 f 4 I H f 1 I 57 
U I 3.5 l 8.8 1 7.u I b~.4 I 12.J I 55.3 
0 l 100.0 I SO.O 1 Jb.4 I 57.4 I 63.6 I 
i • ~ I 'i • ~ 1 3. ~ I 3 7 .--r--tr.-e--x---------
-I---~-~--I--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2. I . 1 I 0 1 5. l . 1 l 29 I -. I 4b 
I 2. Z' I II f 16. ~ 1 15.2 I b3. ~ I 8. 7 I 44. 1 
I 1uo.o I 0 I 50,0 I b3.& J 42,b I 3o.4 I 
l 1 • 0 I o I 4. 'I 1 b. 8 I 28.2 l 3. 9 I 
l 1 -t-------1--- --I------
COLUMN l 2 10 ll 68 11 1UJ 
TOTAL 1.0 1,9 . 9.7 10,7 bfi,O 10.7 1UO.U 
_ _;R_;A_;W___;C:.;H,;.;I:_...:S;;.;O;;_U;_I\.;.;.k;.;.f_= ____ 4~· 98 9 I 0 .. lf H 5 OEGHEE~ Of fHE~~~M· SIG~IF!~ANCE .417Z 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 4 
IS PREDOMINANT USE MADE OF: A) 
FEAR, B) THREATS, C) PUNISHMENT, 
D) REWARDS, E) INVOLVEMENT? 
COUNf I 
ROlli PCT ITOP AnMI FAC ANU ALL LEVt RUw 
Ct)t f Cf II• __ ,, . . , . • . A611I~• , L::i ftHJtt--
i·.· ':;<:.:_c:'···;''. TOT PCT I ·1.1 _. 2.1 .. ·;.,4.1'.: .. ,. S.I . 6.1 7.1 ~.! 
\1 ARO 66.: ·.o · ·· --------1----,..---, I --------1.,.-•--,..-1------,..-l-------- I --------1--------1 
. 1. I . 1 I ... f! I . !l . 1 .. 5 I l3 I 21 I 15 I '37 
HI A CHOB 1 1.8 I 3.5 1 0 1 M.S I ~2.M I 3b.o I ~6.3 1 55.J 
I 100.0 I lOU.O I 0 1 33.3 I ~3.3 I &1.~ I 75.0 l 
I 1.6 1 t.·>. 1 . 6 1 'to9 1 il~.b 1 lO .'4 1 l'>.t:r"-t----
, -~- .. ~--.:.--r-----.,.-.,-1--------r-.,.-.,.----I--------r--------r--------t 
46 2. I . 0 1 . 0 I . .· . 1 .; 1 . 10 1 17 I 13 I 5 1 
f e· I A f ·2~2· i 't:to7 I 37.0 I Z?:B.J I lll.'i 1 4-.7-
1 0 I 0 I 100.0 I' b6o7 1 56.7 1 3M.<! 1 25.0 J 
I 0 I 0 l 1.0 l 9.7 I 16.5 1 12.6 l 4.9 i 
------:-----+----+-----t----+.,..---+---+---+----t-------r~,··:,i:;:·J•::·-•. ···cOLUMN· ;'1:'~':·:·~. 2 ·::;_--:;~ .• - 1::;:-:· ~: 15 30 3~ 20 103 fG:)':((:~.t·-.:·roTAL,. ,1~0 1.9:J_<. 1.~~,,.:14.6 ~9.1 33.0 19.4 tou.o 
RAW CHI SQUAHE = 12.04497 ~!fH 6 OEGHEES Of fHEEUUM. SIGNIFICANCE • .o&IO 
------~--~----~-----~----- .. ---- -------
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 5 A 
WHERE IS RESPONSIBILITY FELT 
FOR ACHIEVING ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE? 
COUI'lr 
~u .. PCT !TOP AUM I fOP ANO I' AC 1\NtJ ALL Lt::Vt:: 
-------f''H~----!1~ l'lft) 110111 «0111N 
wOw 
tttfAt.-·--
": j TOT PCT- I·: .. : 1.1 · · 2,;1 • · ,' .·Jol ·,,_ . 4.1 . . !>.I 6ol 1.1 !I, I 
VAR066 -· --------r--------I~-~-----r---~-:--r·~~-~---I-----~--•--------I--------1--------J 
. l. !" . '2 I . 1<+ I . 4 !" • '' 4 I 111 I lb I 7 1 '5 I 5T 
·"·'·. 
HI A CHOfi 1 3,5 I 24,6 l 7.0 1 7,0 I 1~.3 I ll.S I 12.3 I 8,8 I 55,3 
I 40,0 I 66,7 I 40,0 I 40,0 I 73,3 I 47.b I So.o 1 71,4 1 
1 1.'1 l 13,6 1 ;3.'} 1 3.~ t 10,1 1 'J.r--t-tr;!! 1 <r;-y--r-----
-1------·--I --------1-------I-------1-------,-I --------1--------l--------I 
2. I · . 3 I 7 I 6 1 6 I 4 I 11 I 7 1 2 I 46 
__ ; .. 
. ~· --
tO A ChOft f 6,5 . f 15,2 f 13.~ I lJ.e I A,7 ! f),9 I t-5-;·t--t--;-J-·f-4-;.-l'---
COLUMN;. 
TOTAL 
1 60.0 I 31,3 I 60.0 l 60.u I 26,7 I 5~.4 1 SO,O I 28,b I 
I 2,9 I 6,8 I 5.6 I S.H I 3.9 I }u,f I &.R 1 1,9 I 
21 10 
·-q. 7 
10 
'9. 7 
15 
14,6 
--t-----t-------r-----
21 14 1 l 03 
20.4 13,6 6,8 100.0 
~~~~--~~~----~~----~~--~----~------------------------- --------------
RAW CHI SQUARE = 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 5 B 
WHERE IS RESPONSIBILITY FELT 
FOR ACHIEVING FISCAL STABILITY? 
N 
w 
CXl 
.; '·v ~ ' - . . ,: ' : ·. . .. · . -
COUNf 
~0~ PLf !MOSTLf 0 UO~N AND UU~~ UP HOW 
~-t . . . . ~-r::;--f&f~L----
:;.:;>L. :·,;,TOT PCT I .. 3.1. 4.1.. :S.i . 6.1· 7.1 8.1 
. 1/ AR 0613 .:• ;· · . --------t------..;-I--------1---.-,..,..-1--------1--------I--------I 
. 1. r· e f. 1 I . 14 1 13 I 21 I e. f S'l' 
HI A CHOB I 3.5 I t.B 1 24.6 I 22oH I ~6.R I 10.~ I 55.3 
I 66.7 I 33.3 I 4d.3 1 ~6.5 I S5.3 I H5.1 I 
I 1•' 1 1.9 l 1J.6 i t2.b l ~b.4 I ~.a I 
-1-----·---I--------I--------l~-------I--------I--------I 2. I. l . I 2 I.. . 15· I 10 I 11 1 1 I 46 
l 2.2. I ~.3 I 32.6 1 21.7 l 37.R . I 2.2 I 44.7 
T 33.3 I 66.7 I 51.7 I 43.5 l 44.7 I 1~.3 I 
I 1.0 J 1.9 1 14.6 I ~.1 I 16.5 I l.o 1 
~------------------~-------+------~------~r-------+-------~·-------r-----------
-:.,;'·. ,_.;. 29 
2a.2 
23 
22.3 
36 1 103 
100.0 
RAw CHI SOUAHE = 3.95529 .. Ilri 5 UEGRE.t:::. OF FHEEUUM. Sl6Nlf ICAr<CE .555'9 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 7 
WHAT IS THE USUAL DIRECTION OF 
INFORMATION FLOW BETWEEN 
ADMINISTRATION AND FACULTY? 
-------
, ,-~:: , • ,; . COUNT I 
ROW 1-'CT T ~USI-'ICIO OF'TEN AC FULLY AC RUW 
.... ~.. . . , . . COL 1-'CI. f. I~ . . . CEi'TEe -et:Yf'frtt)--vftJftr11:t;:-
;~ ':·.·:'::-.TOT PCT'l:. 2.1 . ; 3.1. -.' 4~I, ... S.I. . 6.! 7.1 tl.1 
t. · VAA066' :.:. _:.'.: •-------I--------I---.;--,--t-.;...:..-...... ..,.1..;.:,.. ___ ;. __ 1-.;.-... ----1--------I--------1 
... 
. .· ·.. . . . . . 1 ~ I ' . 1 . I . . e l . 6 . I . l!! I . ll l i f l I !H 
HI A CHO~ T l.A I j.S I 10.5 l Jl.b 1 36.A 1 12.3 I J.S I 55.3 
T 100.0 I b6.7 I 46.2 1 51.4 I 65.& 1 43.8 I 66.7 I 
• •"' f 5".1:1 f i1.5 f z!l1,4 I o.;8·-r----to9r---t-1--
-T-----;...,-I----..,----I-------,-r---:-----I--------I--------I--------I 
i!. I 0 . I 1 I . 7 1 1 7 I 1 ! I '7 I I 1 46 
LO h CI'IOITO-----iJ·---e--~~2 I 15.!" 37.8 l 23.-'r-t--t-9o6--t-~.c-t·-·44-,;7· .. -· 
:··:· 
·'i· '• COlUMN 
roiAL 
T U I JJ.J 1 53.R 4B.6 1 J4.4 56.3 i 33.3 I 
I 0 I l.U 1 6.B 16.5 I 10.7 B.7 I t.u I 
1--- t------
l .· 
1~0 
3 
2 .o.J. 
13 . 
12.6 . 
35 
34.0 
32 
31.1 
3 10J 
10u.u 
~W CHI SQUARE = 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 8 
HOW IS DOWNWARD COMMUNICATION 
ACCEPTED? (ADMINISTRATION TO 
FACULTY) 
N 
.p. 
0 
. ~. . ~ 
... ,, 
COUNf 
ROw PCT OCAS P•A OF"f£14 IN ~OW 
eet PeT eeut<A' c Aeeur<A TE -ttrJ"r::----
.·VAR066. 
.. ror PeT 1.· .: · 2 .• 1 . J.I ·.-.. 4.1· :_ . · s.x· .. &.r 1.1 
. · --------x-•-----'-1 ~,.------I ,....:--_,.-..,.-1-------- I--..,.~---- I --------I 
. ·1. I . 6 . 1 . 1 .I .· .... 5 1 . 14 I ll [ I 5 I 
'51 
HI A CHOB I 0 I 1.8 I ~.8 1 Z4.6 t 38.6 I 26.3 I 55.3 
I 0 1 5u.o I 55.6 1 50.0 1 &4.7 I 53.6 I 
1 6 I l.tl I ... ~ t t3ob 1 21.'> -t-t<r.o--t-------
-T--------I--------I-----~--I--------I--·-----r--------1 2. t '' ·. 2 ·I 1 I ·. 4 1 . ·, 14 I 12 I l J I 46 · ... ,._, 
L6 " eH6fl 
,. . '. ·', .. :-"· . . COLUMN 
. ::•: _;.:TOTAL 
RIIW Ctil SQUARE 
T 4.3 l 2.2 I 8.1 l 36.4 J 26.1 t---rtt.J I 44.·.,..·---
I 100.0 I su.o 1 44.4 1 50.0 I J5.3 I 46.4 I 
J 1.9 I i.u I 3.9 13.6 11.1 1 12.b 1 
. 2. 
1.9. 
9, 
8.1 
2tl 
2].2 
34; 
33.0 
28 
27 ot!. 
5 OEGREES OF F~EEDU~. Sl~NIF!CANCE • 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 9 
HOW ACCURATE IS UPWARD COM-
MUNICATION? (FACULTY TO 
ADMINISTRATION) 
103 
tuo.o 
.S398 
COUNT f 
RO~ PCT ISOMfwHAT 1./UITE olE VE~Y WEL K0\01 
.;..:;.:~·~:.·/''~;,,.~,_ .. TOTPCT I •. J.I 4.1 •· .·5.1·. 6.1 7.1 8.1 
;:~:_yA~0-6_6 ·•~,·'~'. '.'7------r---:--~--- I-----~--:-1--":'--"---1--.:.":'----1-~------I-------- I 
' . ..•. . • . ... . . 1 • I 0 I . I f 9 I . i:!tJ 1 15 I 1 Z' I 
HI A CHOB I 0 1 l.b I 15.8 1 J~.l I ~6.3 I 21.1 1 55.3 
T 0 I 2S.o I 47.4 I 60.& I 48.4 I ao.o I 
~-~~-.-.-.-.-----------r~ l i.b l. 6.1 1 1~.4 1 l4.o I 11.1 I 
'-~ .,·-'- • · · • . -' · · -I-.,------- I-------- I.,;.; ______ I--------I-------- I --------1 
. . ·~. •. 
.. -·.: 
CULI.JMo-1 
. TOTAL 
QAw CHI SQUARE = 
I . 1 I 3 I. l 0 1'. 13 I 16 I J I 4& 
I i?.?. l 6.5 1 21.1· I. 211.3 I J<roa--I &.5 J 44'01--
t 100.0 I 75.0 I 52.6 I 3Y.4 I 51.6 I 2U.U I 
I 1.0 1 2.9 I 9.7 L 12.6 I 15.5 1 2.9 I 
I f J I 1 --t------
4 ,19 JJ 31 15 103 
·r.o J.9 ~a.4· 32.0 Jo.I l4ob Ioo.o 
7.Arl491 wlfH 5 DEGREE~ OF fHE~OUM. SIGNIFICANCE 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
liBERAl ARTS COllEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 10 
HOW WEll DO SENIOR ADMINISTRA-
TORS KNOW THE PROBLEMS FACED BY 
FACUlTY? 
.1627 
COUNT t 
ROW PCT T TOP SOME TOP MOHE "TllESI>HE Rvw 
_ L. PCT ( tlELtiA I . tlf;LbA T Att----ftltJit:-->:::_;:;: .-:· ._, -TOT PCT I 2ol . 3.1 ... 4,1 Sol ' 6.1 7.1 d.l (: :v AR06~.' • ·------:---- J -:--.. ----I-------- I -:-------1---~----1-------- I-------- I --------1 
.. :, . . . . ' . . 1 • . t . 2 1 · 3 I . . 5 1 . . ' 5 I 13 I 2 & I 3 I '5'1---
Hl A CHO~ I 3.5 I 5.3 I 8.8 I 8.~ J 22.B I 45.o I 5.3 I ?5.3 
I 66.7 I Su.u I 41.7 I 41.7 I 59.1 I 59.1 I -15.11 1 
--,-,...----------+----to.::-+---li---<L. •.-4--f--iooi>- 1 't• ~ l t-r.-o---t---25'•2--I--Z.;9 -t----:L:~~i~;/.; ) · 2. -; -----~~~ ~ -----;--} --r-;~- ~ -----;-- ~ -:-----~-- ~ ----;~-- ~-----;-- ~ 4o 
·'La. A CIWB I 2.2 't 6.S I 15-.2 I 15.2 I 1~.6 I 'N.J I 2-.c--t-----4 ... "7----
I 33.3 I ~O.o I S'B.3 I 5B.3 I 40.9 I 40.9 ~5.0 1 
I t.n I 2.9 I 6.R 1 6.~ I B.7 I 17.5 I 1.0 I 
--. ,-:-,_. __-.. -------t------1-----t----t----i 1-------i----
COLUMIII · 3 I>· 12 ' 12 22 44 4 103 ;,. \ .. ;..-; 
·'· TOtAL <!.9 "i.B: 11.7 llo7 21o4 42.7 3.9 lOu.O 
_.:.:R.::A.::III_:::C:..:H.!.l-=:S.::.O:::.U.:::.A:..:.f-i!=.E_= ___ J=.O<t 175 "1 Trl _____ 6 __ ~_EG_•n::~~-O_F_~HE:_~_u.oi-1~.5~NIF JCANCE " 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 11 
AT WHAT LEVEL ARE DECISIONS MADE? 
.fl03& 
COUNT I 
· ,. '· ~0\rl PCT I GENERALL fULL'( IN 
.-··Y .. :;<.•i'fc:\;; ... COt;)•CT,I.,:,. . 1' ·. :·. . ., :~-· ·.• •Otovttl 
<c",f··,·, .. :·-;~,,,,c .. JOT·-PCT }-: .. , '+•I ·. 5.(·· . , 6;1·.· .. · 7.1 1:1.1 
'·. · ~ARfl66 _,._-·;:;.; ··.,..---~-• t --------1--------I--------I·-------I --------1 
·• . . '. . -•:' ... ' . 1 I 111 .. I ' f:! I 9 I 
, · .. Hl A CHO~ I 1.8 12,3 I 31.6 1 31:l,b I 15.8 I 
I so.o 53,1:1 I 50.0 1 55,0 1 15.0 l 
ROw 
TtiTAt; 
5 
(~:J~~-::-.·-;-,----~--~---2-.---~~-~----T_~:~;----Tf------6.:~--!--:~~;-~~--=:7~--~---~:;--~r----.. -&--
:,;....:._-tL::f9HAHC:tt!Ei0t€81--------f[--Z'l'•.~2-"--tl --+1-3-.3 ,-fr-1 39 , ! 1 3 9 a 1 I 6 , ·; I 4 4. 7 
COLUI"IN 
TOTAL 
RAw CHI S~UARE = 
I 50,0 I 46.~ I 50.0 I 'tS.o I l5.0 I 
I l,U 1 5,8 I 17.5 I 17.5 I 2,Q I 
2 
r.9 13 12.6 36 35.0 '+0 31:lo8 
2,3~873 "'lfH 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 12 
HOW OFTEN ARE FACULTY MEMBERS 
INVOLVED IN DECISIONS RELATED 
TO THEIR WORK'/ 
12 
11.7 
lOJ 
1.00. u 
.6755 
.-·)i"'· \~:--~-.....; . .- ·:_-,r ... ·.-·~-~-'~ •• -;' ~!.l "'J::~_:.·,.~···.-. . -
'.1 .• : •.• :t~:,.. ' ' 
I ~ -~~ ~ .... ,· '1,',. 
COUNT I 
· ...... 
ROw PCT I OIRCT C:-1 DISCUSS GROUP Ul fWW 
r · J' . eat I'€T L. PH fKM F "I frt f'il€ ::>CUSS!ttN--ffl-hl Clll1t-----r,'~yt~.'~~~~:~~);-·;- .. : !~~-~::_ r~-;.~~~:r~~~---=.: i --~~ .. .;~:1 ------~: ~ ---~--~.: ~ ------~.: ~ ------~: f 
~·~~~~~~-~---~-417.--+I~.:-·~--~';t--~I---~-~e~-~~~-~-~, -·~s~---~t--~-~sT-;1~---?f~f--t~--;1~~~~~-----JT--tr---~~r-----
HI A CHO~ I 1.8 I 3.5 I 8.8 I 8.8 I 38.6 I 33.3 I 5.3 55.3 
I lOO.u 1 66.7 I 62.5 1 29.4 I 61.1 I 59.4 I su.u 
f 1.~ f loJ 1 4oj. i 4oi 1 21o4 f lbo~ I ~.~ 1 
' •I--------r--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
'2. I ,·o .· I 1· I ... 3 'I:, 12 1 14 I 13 I 3 .L 46 
I e ·y 2.<! i 6.5 1 '26.1 I J6.4 J z?b.J I 6-.5 1 4"+.7 
RAW CHI SQUARE = 
I 0 I 33.3 I 37.5 J 70.6 I J8.9 I 40.o I so.u I 
I 0 I 1.0 I 2.9 1 11.7 I 13.6 I 12.o I 2.9 1 
1 I -T----------
.1 3 8 
1.o· 2.9 ~- 7.8 _.:,.· 
l7 
lo.s 
36 
Js.o 
32 
31.1 
6 
S.A 
lOJ 
1ou.o 
6.51805 w!Td 6_ D_E_Gf~-~~-~_!'_~R_E_EU_u_'I. __ Sl<:.~!F~~NCE_" _ _:•.=J.::.67.:...:_7 ________ _ 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 13 
HOW IS GOAL SETTING USUALLY DONE? 
-t.:·.,, 
COUNT 
ROW PCT lJUIIE II VEI(Y Gk£ tW<I 
: - ~ . 
.. :.· "-"" 
COL PCF . t:t tT .... ·. : AT bt::Ac----fn()ffttAt::-L----
TOT PCT I ... • · 4.1 · 5.1 .".'· .. : .6.1 .':,:. 7.1 8<1 
VAR06&·: 
HI A CH(!o 
.LO A'CIIOB 
--------r----;..""--I--------r--•""---~1,..;.,; _____ 1--------r 
l • I . 3 I 1\ 1 13 i £3 I 1 I 51' 
I 5.3 I 19.3 I 22.8 J <tU.4 I 1~.3 I 55.3 
I 37.5 I 61.1 l 52.0 1 52.3 I ~7.5 I 
I 2 • l 1 hl-..-1--f 12. 6 l <:: 2 .J l 6 • 
-I-------~I-------•z--------1-~-~----I--------1 ~. I 5 I 7 I · 12 I . 21 I 1 I <+b 
I 18.9 I 15.2 I . 26.1 I ~5,7 I 2.2 I •~.7 
I 62.5 I J8.9 I 48.0 I 47.7 I 12.5 I 
I 4.9 I 6.8 I 11.7 1 ~0.4 1 l.U I 
; COLUMN .. ~2,. ,·s 
7.8 
IS 
17.!$ 
25 
. 24.3 
44 
42o7 
8 
7.8 
lOJ 
100.0 TOTAL:.· 
" RAW CHI SQUARE • 4.9009<t WI Hi 4 OEGRE~S OF FREtUuM. SIGNIFICANCE a 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 14 
HOW MUCH 00 FACUlTY MEMBERS 
STRIVE TO ACHIEVE THE COLLEGE'S 
GOALS 1 
.2'176 
... ~ :'. 
···,' ~. . ' .. 
COUNT T 
~Ow PCT [HI TOP A QUITE HI MOlJEf{AT!:. w IOE.L t ::. f{Ow 
..,..-..,....--..,~---;e~e'll:t::-fP>tC:iTC-tJ!}M-tN TOr' AbM OELEtlA -;>WEAtr--tuHtt----
r· .• · .· ..... TOT PCT I .'.; l.I 2.1' <•--· ·J.L . 4ol 'iiol f>ol 1.1 ~.I 
. --~-----I---~----I--------I--------1--------I--------I--·-----1--------I--------I .. · VAR066 
.. I" l I . 4 I. . . 9 I ll! I 1 r l<i 1 ~ J----5~ 
HI A CHOH 1.H I J.6 I 7.1 1 16.1 1 21.~ I 12.5 I 33.~ 1 J,6 1 ~4.9 
;· 
33.3 I 100.0 I 44.4 I ~1.8 I 52.2 1 41.2 I 54.J I 100.0 1 
I l.tl 1 z:.u 1 Jo'f 1 tlotl i t !.tl I -'1>~t-nt;;·o-·-t·-~ry---r-------
-I•-------I--------I·•------1--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
2. I 2 . I . 0 ·' I . 5 · . l · '· 2 I 11 I 1 o I 16 1 0 I 46 
I 4,3 . I a I 18.9 I lt.3 I 2J,'j I rt.7 I J',,H 1 ----;t---t-4Sot--
J 66.7 I 0 1 55.6 I 1H.2 I 47.8 I 58,8 I 45.7 1 o I 
I 2.0 l 0 1 4,9 1 2.0 I 10.8 I 9.8 I 15.7 1 o I 
COLUMN ',.:- :; . . ; : . 3 
TOTAL '·:_:·.2,9 
z· 
2.0 
9 
a.s 
ll 
10.8 
23 
22.5 
l1 
16.7 
--r--------r--------
JS t! 10<:! 
34.3 ~.o 1oo.o 
RAW CHI SQUARE = 8.8335~ .. ITH 7 UEGREE~ OF fREEUV"'.~NIFI~ANCE. " .2~6~4~8 ______ _ 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 15 
HOW CONCENTRATED ARE REVIEW AND 
CONTROL FUNCTIONS? 
COUNT 
FlOW PCT GHA"'T HE ~ELF" GUI &HOUP uV R(JW 
C6t PCT FuSE:: !:if,. eMCl WANCE---ftTIA:t---
·, :. 
' i :. VAR066 
TOT PCT l: . ·.·_··)z.r 3.1 . ·· ._: .. 4ol·;:_ ... 5.1 . ."·:. bol 7.I 1:1.1 
--------1----,----I---:-----I -------'.-1-•------I --------1--------I --------1 
. - l 13 I l1 I 3 I So 
HI A CHOI:l J.fl 3.6 3.6 30.4 I ~3.2 I JIJ.'• I 5.4 1 s ... <l 
100.~ 4~.0 50.0 5b.7 I 56.5 I 51.5 I bO.O I 
--.,-----------~ .... u 1 ;;.e 1 e.tl 1 lo.7 1 li~.-~ r-ttr.-r--r---~-·--·· -----· 
. · , : ·. -1--------I-------- I------,--I--------I-------- I--------I --------1 
~ . · · . <:,, 2. I 0 1 · 3 I 2 I 13 1 10 I 16 1 2 I 4o 
., .. Ul A CH66 I 6 I 6.5 I . 4.3 I r8.3 l 21.7 I -'3.,.8 I 4.3 1 45-.t-'--
COLUMN;._ 
TOTAL . 
1 0 I oO.O I 50.0 I 4J.J I ~3.5 I 4~.5 I 40.0 I 
I o I 2.9 I 2.0 12.7 I 9.8 I 15.7 l 2.0 1 
I I ~-+---
23 
22.5 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 16 
WHAT ARE FACULTY EVALUATIONS 
AND OTHER CONTROL DATA USED 
FOR? 
3J 
J2.4 
5 102 
lou.o 
N 
~ 
00 
. ; .. ;-t.. . ... ' 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I RESLVEO ALL A~~E 
.•.. -.,-.•. , _,. ... etJL PeT f. . . ;;;R Af)t1 fl~ . . _ . .. . crt:o • 
[j.'lft:</:;_.···: •;·,,,.-,,, .. T01> PCT I·· , , 4.[ "._.. 5.1 -. • 6.1" .·. 7.1 I:!. I 
:" 'II.AR066 · : :: ·---.,.--.I--------I--------I--..,-----1·-------I----·---I 
,,.,, • .,_.:_,_.,_, ,<•· '''·'"· '. .. .· ' ' . . I ... lo. I: -·· Z6 I . 3 I 
Hl A CHOB I 3,b 16.1 I 28,6 I q6,4 I S,q I 
I 100.0 60,0 I 66.7 l ~5.6 I 15.0 I 
~Ow 
TOfAL 
54.'>1 
·~·· . I Z!,tl, 1 B.b f 1!'>.-i' 1 25.5 -t-ii>-=-<,~--tr----·-------
..  ~ ~ ·:. 
-t--·--•--t--------I--------1--------I--------I 
't .. ·:;:-
. LO A CHOll 
. 2. I . 0 . I 6 I · 8 1 :n I 1 I 46 
~r~-~e~~L--tl~J~.~~-7I--+t~7~.*4---+I-·--&6~7~.4~-rt-~e~.~~~~~r-~4s.T-------------
r 0 I 40,0 I 33,3 I 54.4 t 25,0 I 
I 0 I ~.9 I 7.6 I JU,4 I 1.0 I 
.,. ___-_:-. ,-:-:._.---,-------!1->----t----~-..-r----t,-.~~---tl--~-t---------------
,, .. ;-.:, COLUI'1N . '2 15 24- 57 4 10~ 
I' . ·: '' ': TOfAL z.o 1'>. 7 23.5 55.9 3.9 100.0 
RAW CHI SUUAHE • 5,7!:1043 w{frl - OEGREES Of fHEE0U~. ~lGNlFICANC~ 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 17 
IN YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY, 
HOW ARE CONFLICTS BETWEEN 
ACADEMIC UNITS USUALLY RESOLVED? 
.2lb2 
·,,, .... 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT ISO""E" OUITE A VERY GRE to!OW 
,:~:~~;£;~~yi. ·::!~!:.~~I-i ---~~-~= ~:. ___ ~;.~: ~ ::~l--~: !:.:;.L·:.~;.~: ~ ---~~-~.: ~ ::_:::~.:} 1 u tAL---
··· .. _. '' ··'· '. .· 1 • f . . . fl I '1 ' 1 ' 3 . I 19 J . 20 I 1 Cl I !':IT--
rii A CHOd J U I 1,8 I 5.3 I 26.3 I 35.1 I 3l.b I 55.9 
I o I 33.3 I 60,0 I 55.6 I 55.6 I 62.1 1 
~----------------r--- e 1 1.e r z.~ 1 t~.7 1 t~.o t tro&--r------
..:£. · -:. 1 .• • -1-------- I--------I--------1--------1--------1--------1 
. . 2 • I . 2 ' I 2 1 2 l 12 I 16 I 11 I 45 ~woe. I 4.~ I ~.4 I 4.4 I 26.7 f 35,6 I i4,4 I 44•t---
I 100.11 I 66,·1 1 40.0 I 44.'+ I 44,4 I 37.'-J I 
I 2.0 I 2.u I 2.0 I 11.8 I 15.7 I 10.~ I 
"':_,-_ -,..,,,---, .-;---.C-O_L_U_M_N_-t--------t-------+-----+----:r---J-6--t----2-~ ---I·--1 ~;- --· 
.;':/2\ rorAL z.u · 4.9 35.3 28.'+ 1oo.o 
-~ W_C.;..H_I;:__;S;_o_Ll_A_R...::E":..._= _____ 3 ._6 J q 37 w _!_T H 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 18 
HOW MUCH INTERACTION IS THERE 
BETWEEN THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE 
BOARD AND THE PRESIDENT? 
N 
V1 
0 
COUNf 
ROW PCT I!>OME"TIME. UFTEN VERY OFT to!OW 
-,:":' . .,-,,,,-:-.-,~-:-: __ ,--__ -,_,--ee'ftOtL"C".?'ii"ef- --, _ _ _ _ &TAc-----
- :_;·.,..; ·'·/., _·;-TOT- PCT I 3.1 4.1 ·s.l' 6ol 1.1 B. I 
·_ ., · v'AR066.·-', . · ;· .............. I-------- I .,--------1--------1--------I-------- I --------1 
' _'·'" - ..• ,,._•. .· . 1. I - . 0 - 1 - -- 1 I - T I . 1 !I I - 1T I h I 5T 
HI A CHOB I 0 I l.M 1 12.3 I 31.6 I 29.8 I 24.6 I 55.9 
I 0 I 16.7 I 53.8 I 64.3 I 5'4.8 I 60.'>1 1 
. t t.o l o.~ 1 Hob I 11'1.7 1 r.r,--r--r---·----
-1--------I--------I---.----- I--------I--------I--------I 
2. I - · 1 I 5 I 6 I 1 0 I 14 I '>I I 45 
COLUMN 
TOfAL 
I Z.2 I 11.1 I 13.3 I 22.2 I 31.1 I ~tl I '>4-.-t---
l 100.0 I MJ.3 l 46.2 I 35.7 I 45.2 1 39.1 I 
I 1.0 I 4.9 I 5.9 I 9.d I 13.1 I b.~ I 
I 
1.0 . 
6 
'5.9 
13 . 
12.7 
28 
;u.s 
31 
Jo ... 
t------- -----
IU2 
lllO.U 
......:..;~---'------------'---'-------'--~-------------------
RAW CHI snUAP.E = 5 DEGREE~ OF FREE~vM. ~1~NIFICANCE = 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 19 
HOW OFTEN DO THE CHAIRPERSON 
OF THE BOARD AND THE PRESIDENT 
SHARE IDEAS? 
.?9R6 
COUNT [ 
ROW PCT [SOr~EwHIIT QUITE CO IIERY COr~ tiOw 
COt f'C f I. CEIMPU_t: 1\PE:T t:Tt:r• I rttlAt-----.'i',;;~,_·,.,\: TOT PCT I J.I· · 4.1 S.t ··. 6.1. . 1.1 8.1 VARO 66 ·· '... : .,-------I--------I--------I --------1--------I--------I--------I 
. " . . '· . . . . 1 • I . 1 I 2 I 11 I . . 12 I 1'!3 I 1:1 I 
MI A CHOB I l.A l 3.5 I 19.3 I 21.1 l 40.4 I l4oU l ~5.3 
I 50.0 I 66.7 I 52.4 I 37.5 I 71.9 I 61.~ I 
.~ I 1.; I 16.7 1 11.7 1 ~e.J 1 f•a--r--------
-I--------I--------I--------1--------I--------I--------I . 
· 2. I 1 I · 1 I 10 1 20 I 9 I 5 I 46 
--. 
,,, ·: .:··: 
LO ·A etteo · T 2.2 I 2.2 I 21.7 l 43.5 I 19.6 I l~t--444o.T7--­
l 50.0 I J3.3 I 47.6 1 b2.5 1 28.1 I 31:1.~ I 
I 1.0 I 1.0 1 9.7 I 19.4 1 8.7 1 4.~ I 
-,--,---.,.,--------t-----I-----t----Jf----.1-- -r---------
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
•' 2 
1.\1 
3 
2.9 
21 
20.4 
J2 
31.1 
32 13 103 
Ji.l 12.b 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARF _-- __ ...;1:1::.:•:.:11607 WPH ') UEG!:lEE? Of _fRI::EUU'-1. _2JbNIFICANCE. : __ .15Uu 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 20 A 
HOW COMPETENT IS THE BOARD AS 
A WHOLE AS A POLICY MAKING BODY? 
.. ~- . 
• • ~ J 
COU"fr 
ROw PCT S0:1EW1-<<\ T QUIT£ CO VERY CVI~ tWW 
-~'~}<· ~,,, ··· igi =~~ r· . 2.1--etll'II'E~:I __ 4,.1 1~f't:H:I'<;.I' · b. I 7./tff:ro~-ltHtlt:----
: :.:· VAR066 .-· .. -<·-----:---I -------• I --------1--------1--------1--------1-------- I --------1 
.. -· ·.:.,_, ..• I l 'r J I . 15 f' .. 18 1 10 . I 1 I J 1 Sr--
HI A CHOB I 1.8 I 5.3 I 26.3 I 31.6 I 17.5 I 1~.3 I 5.3 I 55.3 
I 33.3 I su.u I '57.7 I 60.0 I 41.7 I 6J.o I 100.0 I 
~--::---c----c-------t 1 • i:l I i:!. 1 1 t 4. 6 I 11.5 f 'i. f-r--6~---r.9---;----
tO A e"'OU 
,· 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I 
i!. I 2 . l J I II 1 12 I 14 I 4 I 0 I 46 
COLUMN 
TOTAL 
I 4.J I &.5 I 23.~ I 26.1 I 3tl.4 f 8.7 I -o~r-----
1 66.7 I su.o I 42.3 I 4~.u I 5~.3 I 3&.4 I o 1 
I 1.9 I l.9 I 10.7 1 11.7 I 13.~ I J.Y 1· 0 I 
·t---~-1 l --I t-----I-------r-------
6 26 3 0 24 1 1 3 l 0 j 
s.s 25.2 29.1 23.3 10.1 2.9 tou.o 
__ R;.;;A;.;;~~C::;H..;;I:....,;'>!.;f~lU::,:A;.:H.:..!E ___ _;:5:..:•:..;:5:.::2:..!1:.:7:.:9__;;w~I..:.T..;;H~-~6-0~E~o,C~;R:.;.E::.E::.'>::.· _O~f~f'-'. Rc::t: £ IJV'~ • ~ 1 GN 1 f'l C A Nc; E __ ~- • 4 7 8 8 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 20 B 
HOW COMPETENT IS THE BOARD AS A 
WHOLE IN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION? 
N 
\JI 
w 
..... 
COUNT 
ROw PCT I'iOME CONSIDER VERY GRE k0\11 
~------1:C~Ort:L-i'1f't.."f- Bt;:E , AT TOUt------
'.;···... TOT PCT I · · 3ol-, .· 4.1. ··i· Sol- .:.:•· :.&.I:. 1.1 So I 
. VAR066 ·' 
HI A CHOB 
'., .. - . 
·.-•:· ... ·.., ., 
~:~:· ... ~· : . _. -
'·!" LO A eHOB 
~---~---t----•---1~-------I--------l~~----~-t--•-----I--------I 
. 1 •. I "I I 3 I ~ l is I 16 I 1~ J 57 
I 1.8 l 5.3 l 7.0 I 26.3 I 28.1 ! 31.6 l 55.3 
I SO.O I bO.O I 25.0 I 65.2 I 50.0 l 72.0 l 
1.~ I i!.l t ::J.~I i't.6 I i5.T-J.-t7·•-5--t--·------··---
-I--------I--------I---~----I--------I--------I--------I 2. I. l' I 2 t : 12 I 8 I 16 I 1 I 4b 
I. f.l I 4.3 l f6.1 f 17.4 I 3......-tt-r-1·5.2 I 'ftr47'.1'1'-----
I 50.0 I 4~.0 I 75.0 1 34.8 I so.o 1 2a.u l 
I 1.0 l 1.9 l 11.7 I 7.8 l 1S.S I 6.d l 
-------------r---- ·-+----------
COLUMN• 2 5 16- 23 32 25 103 
TOTAL 1.9 4.9 15.5. 22.3 31.1 24.3 100.0 
__:.;FI,.e:A;c.'II-".CH:..:..:..l _;S;:.:Q:...;U:..:.A'-'-R;.;.F_= __ .::,1 :...0 ::.:• 11 1 0 0 w H r1 5 DEGREE~ OF fNEEUUM. S1GNIFICANCE 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 21 A 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL 
RESPONSIBLE FOR SEEING THAT 
THE FOLLOWING ARE ACHIEVED 
IN YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY: 
A) EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE? 
.o722 
., ·'· ,,, 
.·J •. 
COli~IT I 
ROW PC T I COrJS I OER \1 EK Y' GHE ~!HI 
· COL I'Cl IAtlL!! . · . . .. , AL . . . TtH 
"TOT PCT I . . S.I : &.1 · .. ld-~··•; .. ' 8.1. 
... --":"' ____ I--.~--~-- I--:-.,.--- I~.::"-7:"''7'.~ ~-~-.,.":'-·":""':I 
HI A CHOB I 1.8 5'.3 I 36.8 56.1 55.3. 
T 100.0 4l.9 I . 47.7 62.7 
. . 1 .. l.d 1 e.j 1 eo., 1 J • . 
· ·· · -1.,.-:------ I ------•-1---":'~---I ----..----1 2~ 1~·',·.:-:o I ·4·1 .. ··:23 I :··l9 I 46 
COLUMN 
. Tnr Al. 
I . 9 I S.i I sa.e I 4lo3 I ltlt.l' 
T 0 I 57.1 I 52.3 1 37.3 I 
I 0 I 3.9 1 22.3 I 18.4 I 
.• 1 
1. 0 ' •. 
51 
49.5 
103 
100.0 
qAw CHI SOUARf. = 3.41165 WITH 3 DEGREES Of f~EEOv~. SiGNifiCANCE c 
RESPONSES OF BOARO CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I ANO'II 
QUESTION 21 B 
TO WHAT EXTENT 00 YOU FEEL 
RESPONSIBLE FOR SEEING THAT 
THE FOLLOWING ARE ACHIEVED 
IN YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY: 
B) FISCAL STABILITY? 
.33Z'I 
N 
V1 
V1 
COUNf I 
ROW PCT I CONS !!J£R IIE~Y GKE 
·,..j,...,)'"":;""'~;-.. :_-,:.'.--.-.• -~-:-.-.---~~~~~ ~- ,.~/'dL£ s.z' '().I 1./'T 8.( 
f· · VAR066 '.•: ~"'------ 1--·~----- I--------I----··---1-~------ I --------1 
, · · · z~ 1 
HI A CH08 l.B 1.e 12.3 JJ.J so.9 r 
50.0 16.7 58.3 61.3 S6.9 I 
l.· I l.tl I 1.~ 1 b.~ 1 te.o I ~~.~ I 
-r~..,------I--------I--------1--------I--------I 
'' 
2. I. .1 t· 5 J. 5 z'· 12 I 22 I 
i LO A CHOB 
.T _,;,, •• 
.. -;-.-··. 
··. ·:··· '·. 
. ·._. COLUMN 
··TOTAL·' 
T. 2.2 I 11.1 I 11.1 I 26.7 I ~8.9 I 
J so.o I 83.3 I 41.7 I 38.7 J 43.1 I 
I 1 • 0 I 4 • 9 I 4 • 9 1 11 • 8 I. <! 1 • 6 I 
I 1 l l 
':··, 2 
'·. 2.0 
6 '. 12 
11.8 
31 
30.4 
51 
so.o 
IWI'I 
T61At.;---- -----
'H 
SS.9 
102 
100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE = 4.ll:l762 WITH 4 DEGREES oF fREEDUM. SIGNifiCANCE K .3812 
RESPONSES OF BOARO CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 22 
TO WHAT EXTENT IS THE COMMUNICA-
TION CANDID AND OPEN BETWEEN THE 
CHAIRPERSON OF THE BOARD AND THE 
PRESIDENT? 
COUNT I 
RO~ PCT ISOMEWHAI OUlTE SA 
..... ;. 
'" ·~ 
.;.•,. c 'v_ .· 
VERY ::.AT ROW 
~_-,.,.,,.... __ ,.., __ .-,.--,---ee<Ot1tt::-t. t"'e''C~ ...... " 
·;:·•·• ....• •;:_ TOT PCT··J-: .,.:. 3ol · ······•+,1 i'·-····5.1 -,_., 6.1 7.I 8.1 
-tufA t--·------
VAR066 < -------- r ---~~--..,I..;. ____ .;..;._ I'-~..;-_;.._;.,.1-.;.:_,_ ____ 1 __ ;. _____ I--------I 
., " ' 1. T . ... e f . 2 I . 1 .. I . 'I f 22 I <!J ~r-----
HI A CHOB I 0 1 J.S 1 l.B I 15.8 I 38.6 I 4U.'+ 1 55.3 
1 0 I 50.0 I 33.3 I 50.0 I 55.0 I 62.~ I 
·r 1:1 1 1 • ·~ 1 1 • a 1 8. ; 1 ---c-t.'+ -fl--zlz!'ic'o • .-;::lt---I--------
..,y--.,.--,..--r--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
~. I l · I 2 I 2 l 9 I I t1 I 1 't I 't6 
I 2.Z r· ~.3 I .. lr.J I l9o6 I ~.1 f 3tli't I 44.7 
I 100.0 I 50.0 1 66.7 1 so.o I 45.0 I 37.~ I 
1 1.0 1 1.9 I 1.9 I !!.7 I 17.5 I 1J.b 1 
,...,_ -.. -.. --------+--.---+-----+---__.;1------+-~-----+----.(--- -----L1'<'··.,.,-,.· COLUMN -;: •. ·--1 4 3 18 40 Jl 103 {,' ·~~:u_:_ ~ .. ·. TOTAL,·. . 1 ~0 3.9 2o9 i7.5 JR.!! J~.'>' 100.0 
RAW CHI SQUARE = 2.779'+7 >IJTH 5 DEGRE£5. Or fREEOVH. 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION 23 
HOW SATISFYING IS YOUR WORK WITH 
THE COLLEGE? 
SIGNifiCANCE~7JJ9 
COUNf 
ROW PCT I vE~Y Ll f SOME ,JIJ IT£ 11 RUlli 
-------~T-t-T ------t-o-t lit--
TOT PCT I 1. J <!.I J .1 4. I 5. I 6. 1 1 ol 
VARObb ·--~----I--------1--------l--------1--------I--------I--------I--------I 
l 4 l S7-
HI A CHOfl 1.S 10.5 15.8 29.8 17.5 15.1:! I 7.0 l 55.3 
40.o 66.7 I 75.0 1 bU.7 r 41.7 I 47.<t I 66.7 1 
---,---------r-----rt ;->.'1r--Jir--5'Y';-. 8--~tr.5--t--~-r----1-B;r-~.-9 ---r-----
-:·:. 
-t--------t--------r--------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 
?.. T 3 1 3 1 3 I 11 I 14 I 10 I 2 l 4& 
L6 A CHfiH-----f 6.c, t-6.5 I 6.5 I ~:J. ~ I 3-ft-;<r-f-fl•"t----1-•3--t-- 4<t.?--
l &O.o 1 33.J I ~5.11 I 39.3 I SS.J 1 52.& t J).J 1 
I 2.9 I 2.9 I 2.9 1 10.7 I 13.6 I 9.7 I 1.9 1 
-f-------I----1------f----l-----I-----I------f----------
COLIJMN 5 9 12 28 24 1\1 6 103 
TOTAL ''•9 !i.7 11.7 21.2 23.3 18o<t S.B lOU.O 
RAw CHI ')OUA~F. = .<tSOJ 
' 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION A 
TO WHAT EXTENT ARE FORMAL MANAGE-
MENT SYSTEMS BEING UTILIZED IN 
YOUR COLLEGE? (EXAMPLE: MANAGE-
MENT BY OBJECTIVES; MBO) 
. ·';'[/ . 
. ······: -· ... · 
COUNT 
ROW! I'CT ILlMJTEDL fAIRLY w CU:M!LY !<OW 
--,-.,.,-~--ee<otlit::-+>I'El-1 --·-To r-At---
TOT PCT l 3.1 4ol Sol 6ol 7.1 8.1 
VAR066 · 
--------I--------I--------x--------x---•----x--------1--------x 
J 1·. I. 1 I 17 I . 22. I li? f -·-+I--5?----
J l.A I . I.e I 29.8 1 ~8.6 I Zl.1 I 7.u I ~5.3 ..... HI A CHOB 
I 33.3 I 33.3 I 53.1 I 57.9 1 63.2 I su.o I 
~---------1 1 • b I 1 .It I l o • 5 i ~ 1 • '* I l t.-T-1----9;<;-; ----~: ... . ' -T--------1--·-----J~-------I--------I--------l--------I ~: ( '; . 2. I 2 1 ' . 2 1 15 I 16 I 7 I 4 I 46 
·t;o A CMB I 4.3 f lt.3 I 3<!!.6 I 34.8 I 15.~ -J--->t!o-,.c'l7,___,1~..,.,4•64~.-'~J~-­
I 66.7 I 66.7 I 46.9 1' 42.1 I 36.6 I ~o.o I 
I 1.9 I . 1.9 I 14.6 l 15.5 I : 6.8 I 3.9 I 
~~-~--------if---....--r----~~ ----J~---i----1 1,;}·;;,,~:·>·':·:' COLUMN -~ 2.·.··39 3 ., 13•2} JL 3098 18 .1 49 7 odtl f:'·'···.-··· . TOTAl,.,. 2 •. 9 ., .., 
RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES TYPE I AND II 
QUESTION B 
HOW WELL ARE THE GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES FOR YOUR COLLEGE 
DEFINED? 
103 
Iuo.o 
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